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PREFACE 

This  research  effort  represents  a  tremendous  amount  of 
work  and  cooperation  by  many  people.  It  would  be  inap- 
propriate not  to  acknowledge  the  assistance  of  the  many 
people  who  helped  make  the  studies  possible. 

Ms.  Kathleen  Harrington,  researcher  in  the  Legislative 
Council,  assisted  tremendously  throughout  the  entire 
project.  The  proiect  was  her  idea, and  with  her  careful 
guidance  and  assistance  the  project  was  completed. 
Assistance  for  funding  part  of  the  study  was  arranged 
bv  Kathleen, and  without  that  help  we  could  never  have 
undertaken  the  study. 

Dr.  Larry  Gianchetta  provided  excellent  ideas  and 
assistance  well  bevond  the  small  financial  award  which 
he  received. 

Ms.  Joanne  Oreskovich  worked  many  unpaid  hours  on  this 
project.  Without  her  assistance  and  support  the  data 
would  not  vet  be  collected  and  the  report  would  not  be 
tvped . 

The  Department  of  Sociology  of  the  University  of  Mont- 
ana provided  considerable  financial  assistance  to  make 
this  project  possible.  Ms.  Kathv  Frita  did  much  typing 
of  the  inter\'-iew  schedule  drafts  as  well  as  numerous 
other  essential  chores.  Ms.  Joan  Morison  also  provided 
typing  and  related  assistance  with  the  report. 

Especially  to  be  mentioned,  though  not  by  name >  are 
those  most  cooperative  emplovees  of  the  Depa,rtment  of 
Institutions  who  gave  so  freely  of  their  time  to  answer 
the  questionnaires  and  the  interview  schedule.  The 
candid  and  frank  responses  provide  the  entire  basis  for 
this  and  the  initial  reports. 

Mr.  Virgil  Dixon  generously  made  information  available 
for  collecting  the  interview  sample. 

We,  the  authors  of  this  report  are  grateful  also  to 
those  members  of  the  Interim  Committee  on  Human  Ser- 
vices who  helped  make  clear  the  information  needs  of 

the  Committee. 

With  all  this  excellent  assistance  the  studies  were 
completed.  V7e  alone  take  responsibility  for  any  of  the 
interpretation  and  mistakes. 

Richard  Vandiver 
Missoula,  Montana 


SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Subcommittee  on  fluman  Services  contracted  with  Drs . 
Richard  Vandiver  and  Paul  Miller  of  the  Department  of 
Sociology  at  the  University  of  Montana  to  design  and 
conduct  a  survey  of  the  Department  of  Institution's 
employees  to  determine  their  opinions  about  the  organi- 
zation, management,  and  services  offered  bv  the  depart- 
ment. The  Subcommittee  has  examined  the  survey  and 
submits  it  to  the  48th  Legislature  without  further 
recommendation . 
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SUtVl^VRY 

The  survey  of  the  Deparment  of  Institution's  omnlovees 
was  divided  into  two  ohases.  The  first  phase  was  a 
questionnaire  survey  of  a  random  sample  of  Department 
employees.  The  researchers  concluded  the  following 
propositions  from  that  initial  survey: 

1.  the  opinions  of  the  Department's  employees 
are  diffuse  and  mixed; 

2.  a  maioritv  of  emplovees  indicated  a  satis- 
faction with  the  present  service  deliverv  of 
the  Department  but  a  significant  minority, 
particularly  employees  at  higher  levels 
involved  in  direct  services,  are  unsatisfied; 
and 

3.  the  Central  Office  and  the  Department  as  a 
whole  are  generally  perceived  as  less  satis- 
factory in  organization,  management,  and 
policies  than  the  individual  bureau  or 
institution . 

The  second  phase  involved  a  telephone  survey  of 
employees,  some  of  whom  had  indicated  on  their  response 
to  the  questionnaire  that  they  were  willing  to  be  inter- 
viewed. The  survey  was  designed  to  obtain  more 
in-depth  information  and  was  based  upon  the  results  of 
the  questionnaire  survey.  In  general  this  survey, 
along  with  the  questionnaire  survey,  indicate  that 
there  are  some  significant  organizational  and 
management  problems  in  the  Department  of  Institutions 
as  well  as  in  some  of  its  institutions  and  bureaus.  On 
the  whole,  employees  perceive  their  institution  or 
bureau  to  be  better  managed  than  the  Department  as  a 
whole. 
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HOUSE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  NO.   20 

A  JOINT  KKSOI.UTION  OF  THK  SENATE  AND  THE  HOUSE  OF 
REI'HKSKNTATIVES  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MONTANA 
REQUKSTINC.  AN  INTERIM  STUDY  OF  THE  CURRENT 
OVERALL  FUNCTIONS  AND  STAFFING  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT 
OF  INSTITUTIONS  TO  DETERMINE  THE  EFFECTIVENESS  OF 
THE  DELIVERY  OF  INSTITUTIONAL  SERVICES  BY  THE  STATE; 
AND  REQUIRING  A  REPORT  OF  THE  FINDINGS  OF  THE  STUDY 
TO  THE  LEGISLATURE. 

WHEREAS,  the  primary  responsibility  of  the  Department  of 
Institutions  is  the  administration  and  operation  of  the  individual 
institutions  located  throughout  the  state  under  its  control;  and 

WHEREAS,  from  time  to  time  there  occur  serious  complaints  of 
inflexibility  and  insensilivity  in  the  adoption  and  application  of  regulations 
of  those  institutions  and  protjrams  by  a  central  administrative  office 
removed  from  direct  involvement  with  institutional  clients. 

NOW,  THEREFORE.  BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  SENATE  AND  THE 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MONTANA: 

That  an  appropriate  interim  committee  be  assigned  to  study  the  current 
overall  functions  and  staffing  of  the  Department  of  Institutions  to  deter- 
mine; 

(1)  the  adequacy  and  necessity  of  institutional  services  presently  pro- 
vided; 

(2)  services  not  presently  provided  that  may  be  considered  necessary; 

(3)  alternative  methods  of  delivering  necessary  institutional  services, 
including  but  not  limited  to  consolidation  and  reorganization  of  present 
functions  and  .'^taff  positions: 

(4)  whether  the  necessary  functions  of  the  central  administrative  office 
are  being  pertormul  in  the  most  efficient,  effective,  and  responsive  manner 
possible. 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  committee  report  the  findings 
of  the  study  to  the  48th  Legislature  and.  if  necessary,  draft  legislation  to 
implement  its  recommendations. 

Approved  April  21,  1981. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  manaqernent  of  and  services  offered  bv  the  Deoart- 
ment  of  Institutions  have  been  a  concern  of  the  Montana 
Legislature  durinq  many  past  legislative  sessions.  In 
1977  a  bill  was  introduced  in  the  Legislature  to  abo- 
lish the  Department  of  Institutions.  That  bill  was 
defeated,  but  as  a  result  of  HJR  88  an  interim  legis- 
lative committee  was  assigned  the  task  of  studying  the 
delivery  of  human  services  in  Montana.  That  committee 
considered  the  possibilitv  of  abolishing  the  Depart- 
ments of  Institutions  and  Social  and  Rehabilitation 
Services  and  reorganizing  all  their  services  into  a 
Department  of  Human  Resources  and  a  Department  of  Cor- 
rections. After  much  discussion  and  adverse  testimony 
from  the  affected  agencies,  the  Committee  rejected  that 
proDosal . 

During  the  1979-81  interim  the  Interim  Committee  on 
Corrections  Policv  examined  the  Department  of 
Institution's  corrections  policv  and  facilitv  needs. 
As  a  part  of  that  study  a  Correctional  Needs  Report  was 
submitted  by  the  department  to  the  Interim  Committee. 
Because  the  Committee  received  the  report  at  its  final 
meeting,  the  Committee  submitted  the  report  to  the  47th 
Legislature  without  recommendation.* 

During  the  47th  Legislature  concern  was  expressed  again 
about  the  management  and  services  of  the  Department  of 
Institutions.  House  .Toint  Resolution  20,  calling  for  a 
study  of  the  management  and  services  of  the  Department 
was  introduced  by  Representative  Menahan.  During  the 
legislative  hearings  on  HJR  20  the  following  concerns 
were  expressed: 

1)  while  there  has  been  a  steadv  increase  in  the 
number  of  personnel  in  the  central  office, 
services  to  patients  and  field  employees  of  the 
various  institutional  programs  may  not  have  grown 
accordingly; 

2)  there  have  been  a  number  of  complaints  from 
employees  concerning  the  lack  of  communication  and 
an  overload  of  paper  work  from  the  central  office; 


In  June  1982,  a  special  session  was  called  by 
Governor  Schwinden  to  examine  the  overcrowded 
conditions  at  the  state  prison.  A  special  task 
force  was  appointed  by  the  Legislature  to  examine 
those  needs  in  more  detail  and  to  report  its 
findings  to  the  48th  Legislature. 
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3)  the  effects  of  frequent  policy  changes  by  the 
Department  in  administering  the  various  institu- 
tions need  to  be  measured; 

4)  the  effect  of  deinstitutionalization  needs  to 
be  assessed  in  relation  to  client  care;  to  cost 
efficiencv;  and  to  costs  and  care  in  institutional 
programs;  and  finally, 

5)  staffing  requirements  and  patterns  at  the 
various  institutions  need  to  be  assessed. 

The  focus  of  HJR  20  was  in  the  services  orovided  at  the 
institutions  and  the  management  of  the  central  office. 
The  resolution  called  for  a  study  of  the  current  over- 
all functions  and  staffing  of  the  Department  to 
determine : 

1)  the  adequacy  and  necessity  of  institutional 
services  presently  orovided; 

2)  services  not  presentlv  provided  that  may  be 
considered  necessary; 

3)  alternative  methods  of  delivering  necessary 
institutional  services,  including  but  not  limited 
to  consolidation  and  reorganization  of  oresent 
functions  and  staff  positions; 

4)  whether  the  necessary  functions  of  the  central 
administrative  office  are  being  performed  in  the 
most  efficient,  effective,  and  responsive  manner 
possible. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Human  Services  was  assigned  HJR  20 
and  also  SJR  29.  S.TR  29  involved  the  task  of  assessing 
the  treatment  of  youth  in  Montana's  iuvenile  iustice 
system  as  well  as  the  examination  of  the  policies  and 
practices  of  governmental  agencies  financing  services 
for  youth  placed  out  of  their  homes.  Since  the  task 
assigned  to  the  Subcommittee  by  SJR  29  was  expected  to 
occupy  most  of  the  Subcommittee's  and  the  staff's  time 
and  since  the  Subcommittee  felt  that  a  complete  and 
independent  analysis  of  the  Department  was  needed,  the 
Subcommittee  contracted  with  Dr.  Richard  Vandiver  and 
Dr.  Paul  Miller  of  the  Department  of  Sociology  at  the 
University  of  Montana  to  design  and  conduct  a  survey  of 
the  Department  of  Institution's  employees  to  determine 
their  opinions  about  the  organization,  management,  and 
services  offered  by  the  Department. 

-5- 


The  Subcommittr'p  examined  the  survev  and  decided  to 
submit   it   to   the   48th   Legislature  without   further 

recomnendat ion . 


STUDY  DESIGN 

The  survev  of  the  Department  of  Institution's  emplovees 
was  divided  into  two  phases.  The  first  phase  was  a 
questionnaire  survey  of  a  random  sample  of  department 
emplovees.  The  questionnaire  was  designed  to  elicit 
opinion  about: 

a)  the  adequacv  and  necessity  of  services  now 
provided; 

b)  gaps  in  ser^7■ices  essential  to  the  clients  or 
inmates  being  served;  and 

c)  the  organisation,  management,  and  policies  of 
the  various  institutions /bureaus  and  of  the 
central  office  of  the  department. 

The  method,  questionnaire  design,  and  results  are  pre- 
sented in  Part  I  of  this  report. 

The  second  phase  involved  a  telephone  interview  survev. 
This  survev  is  presented  in  Part  II  of  this  report. 
The  telephone  survev  was  based  upon  the  results  of  the 
questionnaire  survev,  and  it  was  designed  to  obtain 
more  in-depth  information  about  the  concerns  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Human  Services.  It  included  questions 
about  whether  or  not  the  Department  of  Institutions  is 
organized  and  managed  to  provide  adequate  and  effective 
services  to  clients  and  if  the  policies  of  the 
department  reflect  those  management  and  organizational 
obiectives . 
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PART  T,   QUESTIONNAIRE 
METHOD  —  THE  SAMPLE 


From  a  total  listing  of  all  employees  provided  by  MDOI , 
a  systematic  random  sample  of  293  persons  was  selected. 
Onlv  those  emplovees  whose  working  address  was  the  MDOI 
Central  Office  were  excluded  from  the  sample.  Central 
Office  emplovees  were  excluded  since  we  were  interested 
in  the  opinions  of  direct  and  indirect  service  provid- 
ers, the  questions  were  designed  to  determine  the 
emnlovees'  opinions  of  the  organization  and  management 
of  the  Central  Office,  and  presumably  the  Interim  Com- 
mittee frequentlv  hears  the  opinions  of  Central  Office 
personnel . 

The  MDOI  has  2,105.64  FTE  positions  involving  2,335 
persons.  The  svstematic  random  sample  of  293  persons 
was  selected  to  receive  the  mailed  questionnaire. 
Legislative  Council  staff  mailed  the  questionnaire,  a 
self-addressed  stamped  envelope  for  the  questionnaire 
to  be  returned  to  the  authors,  and  a  post  card  for  the 
person  to  indicate  his  willingness  to  be  interviewed. 

X-7hen  the  returns  had  virtuallv  stopped,  a  subsequent 
post  card  was  mailed  to  all  persons  in  the  sample  re- 
minding them  to  return  the  questionnaire.  To  date  a 
total  of  ]12  questionnaires  have  been  returned;  how- 
ever, the  data  analysis  was  done  on  109  usable 
responses.  This  is  not  a  particularly  good  return  rate 
and  is  somewhat  surprising  given  the  assumed  importance 
of  the  topic  to  the  respondents. 

The  return  rate  is  adequate  to  give  responses  within 
error  limits  of  .1  with  95%  confidence.  Our  goal  was 
.075  error  limits  for  which  we  would  have  had  to  obtain 
165  usable  questionnaires.  There  may  be  a  number  of 
reasons  for  the  relatively  low  return  rate,  including 
low  morale,  distrust  of  the  purpose  or  usefulness,  etc. 
This  is  a  question  wo  v^ill  pursue  in  the  subsequent 
interviews . 
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THE  QUESTIONNAIRE 

Given  the  nature  of  the  study  it  was  essential  that  the 
questionnaire  respondents  be  anonvmous.  Tho  items  in 
the  questionnaire  were  thus  selected  to:  a)  obtain 
answers  to  the  central  questions;  and  b)  distinguish 
between  classes  or  groups  of  enplovees  rather  than  to 
identify  many  personnel  characteristics  of  employees. 
Thas  we  know,  for  example,  the  number  of  MOOT  employees 
in  each  institution  or  bureau  who  received  a  question- 
naire but  we  do  not  know  the  number  from  each  who  re- 
sponded . 

Our  descriptive  statements  must  be  limited  to  the 
employees  of  MDOI  as  a  whole.  The  accuracv  of  our 
statements  is  limited  to  within  the  error  limits  noted 
above . 

A  copv  of  the  questionnaire  has  been  appended  to  this 
report  to  clarify  the  nature  of  the  questions  eliciting 
particular  responses.  It  should  be  noted  that  several 
questions  are  open-ended,  providing  the  respondent  the 
opportunity  to  make  specific  comments.  Other  questions 
were  designed  to  elicit  specific  responses  about  par- 
ticular issues.  Rating  scales  were  used  concerning 
management  of  both  MDOI  Central  Office  and  the  em- 
ployee's specific  bureau  or  institution  to  determine  if 
there  were  differences  in  perception  of  location  of 
management  strengths  and  weaknesses. 

The  first  11  questions  were  designed  to  establish  the 
classes  of  employees  by  type  and  length  of  work.  These 
questions  were  included  to  serve  two  separate  func- 
tions. One  function  was  to  determine  the  extent  to 
which  there  were  disparities  between  employees'  quali- 
fications and  their  actual  positions.  The  other  func- 
tion was  to  determine  if  there  were  perceived  differ- 
ences on  the  rating  scales  for  different  classes  of 
employees . 

Questions  12  and  20  were  the  rating  scales  designed  to 
determine  the  respondents'  ratings  of  the  department 
and  their  institution  or  bureau  or  organization,  man- 
agement, and  policies  and  various  functions  of  Central 
Office. 

Questions  14  through  19  were  asked  to  elicit  responses 
regarding  other  issues  of  interest  to  the  Interim  Com- 
mittee . 
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THR  RESULTS 

'^pj^ential  Services 

Returning  to  the  initial  questions  for  which  the  studv 
was  done,  Question  1  concerned  the  adequacy  and  neces- 
sity of  services.  Tn  general  the  maiority  of  MDOI 
employees  believe  their  institution  or  bureau  is  pro- 
viding all  the  essential  services  to  clients.  Over 
half  of  the  respondents  indicated  ves  to  this  question; 
approximately  a  third  believe  their  bureau  or  institu- 
tion is  not  providing  all  the  essential  services  to 
clients;  and  the  rest  are  uncertain.   (See  Table  1.) 

Table  1 

Institution  or  Bureau  Providing  All  Essential 
Services  to  Clients 


Yes  52.8  57 

No  3  2.4  3  5 

Uncertain  14 . 8  16 

Total  100  108* 

*  Totals  do  not  include  respondents  who  did  not 
respond  to  the  question. 

The  employees  who  answered  "no"  to  this  question  listed 
29  different  examples  of  unprovided  essential  services. 
The  following  is  a  classification  of  the  noted  services 
that  are  not  being  adequately  provided. 

Category  N  Responses 


Medical-Health-Physical  Therapy  6 

Psvchiatric/Psychological  3 

Counseling  3 

Educational-Vocational  3 

Alternatives  to  institution  2 

Preparation  for  return  to  community  2 

Special  treatment  for  special  problems  2 

Social  relationships  in  community  1 
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Several  respondents  indicahed  manaqoment  problens  that 
prevented  them  from  offering  essential  servir:es,  in- 
cluding policy  oroblems,  lack  of  staff  training,  and 
lack  of  funds . 

Respondents  who  orovide  direct  services  to  clients  or 
inmates  are  much  more  likelv  than  those  who  provide 
indirect  services  to  believe  that  the  institution  or 
bureau  is  not  providing  all  essential  services  to 
clients  or  inmates.  While  a  slight  majoritv  of 
respondents  in  all  grade  classifications  believe  all 
essential  services  are  being  provided,  those  in  grades 
8  and  12-17  are  most  likelv  to  believe  thev  are  not. 

Unnecessary  Services 

Response  to  the  question  of  whether  or  not  their  insti- 
tution or  bureau  is  providing  unnecessary  services  was 
fairly  uniform.  Nearly  60%  of  the  MDOI  employees 
believe  their  bureau  or  institution  is  not  providing 
unnecessary  services.   (See  Table  2.) 

Table  2 

Institution  or  Bureau  Providing  Unnecessarv  Services 

%  N 

Yes  26.2  ?8 

No  59.8  64 

Uncertain  14. 0  15 

Total  TOO  107 

Respondents  who  answered  "ves"  to  this  question  cited 
services  in  the  following  categories  as  unnecessary. 

Category  N  Responses 

Inappropriate  treatment  10 

Educational-Vocational  4 

Medical  (includes  drugs)  3 

Clothing  3 

Recreational  7. 

Transportation  1 

Tobacco  1 

In  addition  to  these  services,  some  respondents  used 
this  question  to  cite  six  problems  they  perceived  in 
the  staff  work  situation  and  three  policv  problems. 
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There  were  no  significant  differences  regarding 
response  to  the  question  about  unnecessary  services 
among  employees  at  different  grades,  providing  direct 
or  indirect  services,  or  at  different  lengths  in  their 
present  position.  Contrary  to  expectations,  however, 
employees  in  staff  positions  and  those  involved  pri- 
marily in  direct  service  to  clients  had  the  highest 
percentages  indicating  their  institution  or  bureau  was 
providing  unnecessary  services. 

Tt  should  be  noted  that  the  inappropriate  treatment 
category  was  primarily  concerned  with  services  the 
respondents  didn't  believe  were  working  or  could  work. 
Thus  those  providing  direct  services  would  be  most 
likely  to  have  strong  opinions  about  the  effectiveness 
and  appronr lateness  of  those  services. 

Organization,  Management,  and  Policies 

The  third  question  with  which  the  Interim  Subcommittee 
is  concerned  is  the  issue  of  the  organization, 
management,  and  policies  of  the  institution/bureaus  and 
the  Central  Office  of  MDOI .  The  results  of  the 
auestionnaire  survey  clearly  indicate  that  employees 
rate  the  organization,  management,  and  policies  of 
their  institution/bureau  higher  than  those  for  the 
Department  of  Institutions  as  a  whole.  Mean  and  median 
ratings  for  institution/bureau  were  all  higher  than 
mean  and  median  ratings  for  the  Department  as  a  whole 
on  all  three  categories. 

Table  3  indicates  the  ratings  of  employees  of  the  De- 
partment of  Institutions  as  a  whole  and  their 
institution/bureau  in  effectiveness  in  providing 
services  to  clients. 

The  highest  percentages  for  the  department  as  a  whole 
are  in  the  Adequate  category  whereas  the  highest  per- 
centages for  the  Institution /Bureau  are  in  the  Good- 
Excellent  category.  Thus  the  mean  and  median  rating 
di.fferences  are  borne  out.  Interestingly,  however, 
expressed  dissatisfaction  through  Weak-Poor  ratings  is 
slightly  higher  for  Institution/Bureau  categories  than 
for  Department  categories. 

It  is  accurate  to  say  that  two-thirds  of  MDOI  employees 
are  satisfied  with  the  organization,  management,  and 
policies  of  both  the  Deoartment  as  a  whole  and  their 
institution/bureau,  and  one-third  are  dissatisfied. 
Whether  the  satisfaction  cup  is  seen  as  two-thirds  full 
or  one-third  empty  depends  on  your  perspective. 
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Ratings  of  the  OepartrriGnt  and  institution/bureau  varied 
somewhat  with  employee  status.  Employees  who  provide 
direct  services  only  were  most  likely  to  rate  both  the 
Department  and  their  institution /bureau  as  weak  or  poor 
on  the  three  categories.  Employees  in  Grades  12-17 
worn  likewise  morn  likely  to  use  the  Weak-Poor  ratings. 

Based  on  the  mean  and  median  of  these  ratings,  manage- 
ment of  the  Department  and  the  institution/bureau  is 
given  a  lower  rating  than  either  organization  or  poli- 
cies . 

Central  Office  Performance  Rating 

The  rating  scale  for  MDOI  Central  Office  functions  used 
a  10-point  spread  from  1  for  ineffective  to  5  and  6  for 
adequate  to  10  for  effective.  Table  4  presents  the 
Central  Office  functions  in  rank  order  bv  mean  rating. 
The  number  and  proportion  rating  each  function  as 
effective,  adequate  and  ineffective  are  also  presented. 

Table  4  shows  that  while  in  all  but  three  cases  (Finan- 
cial SuDport,  Training,  and  Personnel  Recruitment)  the 
highest  oercentage  of  emplovees  rate  the  Central  Office 
as  adequate  in  performing  the  function,  in  all  cases 
the  percentage  rating  the  Central  Office  as  ineffective 
is  higher  than  the  percentage  rating  it  as  effective. 

Examination  of  the  characteristics  of  those  giving  low 
(ineffective)  ratings  to  the  Central  Office  reveals 
that  employees  most  likely  to  give  low  ratings  are: 
(1)  in  grades  9  through  11;  (2)  in  grades  11  through 
17;  (3)  staff;  (4)  direct  services  providers;  (5)  in 
their  present  oosition  between  1.4  and  3.9  years. 

Cross-tabulation  analysis  of  the  functions  of  Central 
Office  bv  Grade  of  Position  reveals  that  for  all  func- 
tions the  higher  the  grade  the  greater  the  likelihood 
of  an  ineffective  rating  of  Central  Office  performance. 

One  additional  test  of  management  of  the  Department  of 
Institutions  involves  the  comparison  of  the  attained 
education  of  emplovees  with  the  educational  qualifi- 
cations required  for  their  positions.  On  the  basis  of 
the  present  sampling  of  emplovees  we  found  8  employees 
who  do  not  have  the  educational  requirements  for  their 
present  iobs.  If  this  is  reoresentative  of  the  entire 
employee  population  of  MDOI,  we  would  expect  170-175 
total  emplovees  who  are  undereducated  for  their  present 
Dositions.   This  is  7.4%  of  the  employee  population. 
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On  the  other  hand,  we  found  39  employees  who  have  more 
education  than  their  present  position  requires.  Thus 
we  would  expect  36.1%  of  the  entire  employee  population 
to  have  more  than  the  required  education.  This  would 
represent  840-845  employees  in  the  population. 
Obviour.lv  our  results  would  indicate  that  56.5%  of  the 
emnlovee  population  have  the  same  amount  of  education 
that  is  required  for  their  positions. 

State  Laws 

Members  of  the  Interim  Subcommittee  on  Human  Services 
indicated  an  interest  in  whether  or  not  MDOI  employees 
believed  that  state  laws  existed  which  reduced  their 
effectiveness  in  provision  of  services.  Table  5  indi- 
cates the  overwhelming  response  to  this  question  was 
uncertainty. 

Table  5 

State  Laws  Reduce  Effectiveness  in  Delivery  of  Services 

N  % 

Yes                       26  24.3 

No                        15  14.0 

Uncertain                 6_6  61.7 

Total          107  100 

Examples  of  the  laws  cited  by  respondents  as  reducing 
their  ef fecti^/'eness  were  extremely  varied.  A  total  of 
24  different  examples  included  4  statements  about  per- 
sonnel laws,  11  statements  that  clients  had  too  many 
rights  to  allow  the  employee  to  do  what  he  thought 
best,  and  9  others. 

In  general,  we  did  not  find  this  question  or  the  exam- 
ples cited  to  be  very  helpful  to  the  Subcommittee. 

Other  State  Agencies 

The  questions  regarding  whether  employees  believe  that 
finOI  is  providing  services  that  could  better  be  pro- 
vided bv  other  state  agencies  or  should  be  providing 
services  now  provided  bv  other  state  agencies  were 
answered  as  indicated  in  Tables  6  and  7. 
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Table  6 

Services  Provided  That  Should  bo  in  Another 
State  Aqenov 

N 

Yes  20 

No  5fi 

Uncertain  3^ 

Total  108 

Examples  cited  were  a  v;idG  mixture  of  very  soecific 
instances.  Many  of  the  31  examples  cited  other  insti- 
tutions or  bureaus  within  the  MDOI  rather  than  other 
state  agencies. 

Table  7 

Services  Pro-vided  by  Another  State  Agency 
That  Should  be  in  MDOI 

N  % 

Yes  11  10.6 

No  6  8  6  5.4 

Uncertain  25_  ?4.0 

Total  104  ]00 

Here  again  the  examples  cited  were  mixed  and  frequently 
inappropriate  to  the  question. 

It  appears  that  the  employees  of  the  MOOT  have  no  clear 
notion  that  services  provided  are  inappropriately  dis- 
tributed among  various  state  agencies.  The  respondents 
in  this  survey  were  clearer  in  indicating  that  they 
shouldn't  be  taking  over  services  offered  by  other 
agencies  than  they  were  about  giving  up  services  to 
other  agencies. 
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CONCT.nSTONS  OF  TNTTTAL  SURVEY 

On  the  basis  of  the  present  studv  it  is  appropriate  to 
conclude  that  the  opinions  of  MDOI  employees  are  very 
diffuse  and  mixed.  A  majority  indicate  satisfaction 
with  the  present  service  deliverv  of  the  Department. 
Management,  organization,  and  policies  are  generally 
perceived  as  satisfactorv  or  good.  A  significant 
minority,  particularlv  emnlovees  at  higher  levels  in- 
volved in  direct  services,  are  dissatisfied. 

The  Central  Office  and  MDOI  as  a  whole  are  generallv 
perceived  as  less  satisfactorv  in  organization,  manage- 
ment, and  policies  than  the  individual  bureau  or  insti- 
tution. A  significant  minority  perceive  the  function- 
ing of  the  Central  Office  as  weak  or  poor. 

In  general  the  people  who  provide  only  indirect  ser- 
vices to  clients  were  most  dissatisfied  with  their  job 
situation.  Those  who  provide  direct  services  to 
clients  are  most  dissatisfied  with  the  service  delivery 
of  MDOI. 


-17- 


PART  II  -  TELEPHONE  SURVEY 

METHOD 

The  Sample 

The  results  of  the  questionnaire  survey  indicated  those 
employees  involved  in  direct  service  positions  had  the 
most  knowledgeable  opinions  about  the  Department,  their 
bureau  or  institution,  and  the  service  needs  of  their 
clients.  Additionally  all  employees  who  received  a 
questionnaire  in  the  initial  survey  also  received  a 
card  inviting  them  to  volunteer  to  be  interviev/ed .  A 
total  of  57  such  cards  were  returned. 

Given  these  facts,  the  senior  author,  in  consultation 

with   the  Legislative   Council   Research   Division, 

selected  a  purposive  sample  based  on  the  following 
criteria : 

1.  The  total  sample  was  to  include  30-35 
emplovees . 

2.  Onlv  bureaus  and  institutions  providing 
direct  services  to  clients  were  to  be  sampled 
in  roughlv  the  proportion  each  is  represented 
in  the  total  population  of  MDOI  emolovees 
providing  direct  ser-v/'ices. 

3.  All  persons  in  the  sample  would  be  in  direct 
service  areas  at  state  classifications  of  7 
or  above. 

4.  Approximately  half  the  sample  would  be  from 
those  who  volunteered  to  be  interviewed  by 
returning  cards  from  the  questionnaire 
survey.  The  other  half  of  the  sample  would 
be  from  nonvolunteers . 

Using  these  criteria  a  sample  of  84  persons  was 
selected  and  prioritized.  From  this  group  the  ^inal 
sample  of  35  was  interviewed.  The  remaining  49  persons 
were  either  not  needed  or  were  ill  or  on  vacation  and 
could  not  be  reached.  None  of  the  persons  reached  bv 
phone  refused  to  participate  although  some  indicated 
they  would  participate  only  with  the  approval  of  their 
supervisors,  others  would  only  participate  if  called  at 
home  when  off-dutv  and  some  others  would  respond  to 
questions  only  while  at  work. 
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N 

1 

% 
2.9 

1 

2.9 

1 

2.9 

5 

14.3 

3 

8.6 

2 

5.7 

5 

14.3 

2 

5.7 

2 

5.7 

4 

11.4 

2 

5.7 

1 

2.9 

6 

17.1 

Total  35 

100.0 

The  sample  of  35  persons  interviewed  for  the  present  study  have  the  fol 
lowing  characteristics: 

1.  Institution  or  Bureau  for  which  they  work. 


Community  Corrections 

Adult  Probation  &  Parole 

Drug  Rehabilitation 

Boulder  River  School  &  Hospital 

Center  for  the  Aged 

Eastmont  Training  Center 

Galen  State  Hospital 

Mountain  View  School 

Pine  Hills  School 

Montana  State  Prison 

Swan  River  Youth  Forest  Camp 

Montana  Veterans  Home 

Warm  Springs  State  Hospital 


2.  Sex. 

Female 
Male 

3.  Grade  Classification. 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

1+ 

4.  Volunteered  by  card  to  be  interviewed. 


Yes 
No 


15 

42.9 

Total 

20 
35 

N 
2 

57.1 
100.0 

% 

5.7 

7 

20.0 

5 

14.3 

4 

11.4 

3 

8.6 

6 

17.1 

2 

5.7 

1 

2.9 

2 

5.7 

1 

2.9 

1 

2.9 

Total 

35 

100.0 

N 
21* 

% 

60.0 

14 

40.0 

Total  35 


100.0 


*  This  number  was  somewhat  higher  than  initially  proposed  due  mainly 
to  access,  from  the  cards,  to  times  and  phone  numbers  when  and 
where  people  could  be  reached. 
A  total  of  102  separate  telephone  calls  was  required  to  make  contacts,  set  up 
times,  and  conduct  the  interviews  for  this  study. 
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The  Interviews 

All  interviews  were  conducted  by  one  trained  and  experienced  interviewer. 
The  interview  schedule  was  designed  by  the  senior  author  with  assistance  from 
Dr.  Larry  Gianchetta,  Management  Consultant  to  the  project,  and  with  approval 
from  Legislative  Council  Research  staff.  A  copy  of  the  interview  schedule  is 
in  Appendix  A  of  this  report. 

All  questions  in  the  interview  schedule,  with  the  exception  of  questions 
5  and  6,  are  designed  to  elicit  the  respondent's  opinion  of  an  element  of  the 
management  of  the  bureau  or  institution  for  which  he  or  sne  works  and  the  De- 
partment of  Institutions  as  a  whole  in  terms  of  the  provision  of  services  to 
clients  or  inmates.  Specific  ratings  of  the  particular  element  were  requested 
and  the  respondent's  comments  about  the  element  of  management  were  elicited 
and  recorded. 

All  respondents  were  told  about  the  purpose  and  nature  of  the  study,  the 
sponsor  (Montana  Legislative  Council  for  the  Interim  Committee  on  Human  Services) 
and  the  project  director's  credentials  to  conduct  the  survey.  Anonymity  of 
responses  was  assured  to  each  respondent^and  each  was  told  how  they  were  selected 
for  inclusion  in  the  sample.  Specific  instructions  to  the  interviewer  were 
also  included  in  the  interview  schedule  to  clarify  and  define  elements.  (See 
Appendix  A) . 

The  interviews  were  conducted  during  the  period  from  July  13  tc  19,  1982 
at  various  times  of  day  or  night  when  convenient  for  the  respondents.  Responses 
were  coded  by  the  interviewer  for  data  processing.  The  interviewer  and  the 
senior  author  worked  together  to  code  and  classify  all  comments  in  the  open- 
ended  questions. 

The  coding  was  checked  for  accuracy  by  the  interviewer  and  the  senior  author. 
The  data  were  entered  into  the  computer  and  analyzed  by  means  of  the  Statistical 
Package  for  the  Social  Sciences. 

RESULTS 

In  discussing  the  results  of  the  interviews  each  element  of  management 
will  be  presented  individually.  Overall  management  of  the  bureau  or  institu- 
tion and  the  Department  of  Institutions  will  be  discussed  following  the  results 
of  the  elements. 

Morale 

Respondents'  assessment  of  the  morale  of  employees  were  generally  low. 
Only  17.2%  of  the  respondents  rated  the  morale  of  their  institution*  above  ade- 
quate and  only  8.6%  rated  the  morale  of  the  Department  above  adequate.  While 
the  mean  morale  rating  for  their  institution  was  3.23  on  the  scale  of  1  to  7 
and  the  mean  morale  rating  for  the  Department  was  3.5  it  should  be  noted  that 
nearly  half  (48.6%)  of  the  respondents  could  not  give  a  morale  rating  for  the 
entire  Department. 


*  The  term  institution  is  used  here  for  both  bureau  or  institution  in  which 
the  respondent  is  employed. 
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Over  half  of  the  respondents  (51. 4X)  rated  the  morale  of  their  institution 
as  less  than  adequate  and  44. 4"^:  of  those  rating  the  Department  rated  it  as  less 
than  adequate. 

Tables  1  and  2  present  the  respondents'  ratings  and  factors  identified 
as  responsible  for  the  morale  ratings  for  the  institution  and  the  Department. 

Table  1 

Rating  of  Morale  in  the  Institution  and  the  Department 

Institution  Department 

N       %  N      % 

Scale  " 

Very  Poor 

Adequate 

Excellent 

No  Response  or  Other 


i 

4 

11.4 

2 

7 

20.0 

3 

7 

20.0 

4 

10 

28.5 

5 

5 

14.3 

6 

1 

2.9 

7 

0 

0.0 

;her 

1 

2.9 

Total 

35 

100.0 

1 

2.9 

2 

5.7 

5 

14.3 

7 

20.0 

3 

8.6 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

.7 

48.6 

35     100.0 


Table  2 


Respondents  Identifying  Factors  as  Accounting  for  Morale 
Rating  in  Institution  and  the  Department 


Institution 

Dep. 

artment 

Factors 

N 

% 

N 

% 

Negative 

Lack  of  Job  Rewards 

5 

14.3 

1 

2.9 

Nature  of  Work 

5 

14.3 

3 

8.6 

No  Participation  in 

Decisions 

3 

8.6 

3 

8.6 

Poor  Management 

9 

25.7 

2 

5.7 

Poor  Relations  between 

Staff 

2 

5.7 

0 

0.0 

Poor  Relations  between 

Staff  &  Supervisors 

4 

11.4 

0 

0.0 

Poor  Employees 

1 

2.9 

0 

0.0 

Central  Office  is  Autocratic 

:  0 

0.0 

3 

8.6 

Management  doesn't  Under- 

stand Employees  Work 

0 

0.0 

1 

2.9 

High  Turnover 

0 

0.0 

82.9 

1 

2.9 

Subtotal 

29 

14 

40.0 
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Table  2   cont, 


Factors 

Positive 

Good  Job  Rewards 

Good  Relations  between 


Institution 


5.7 


Department 
2     5.7 


Staff 

1 

2.9 

1 

2.9 

Good  Supervision 

1 

2.9 

0 

0.0 

Type  of  Clients 

1 

2.9 

0 

0.0 

Choice  of  Position 

0 

0.0 

1 

2.9 

Subtotal 

5 

14.3 

4 

11.4 

No  Response  &  Other 

1 

2.9 

17 

48.6 

Total 

35 

100.0 

35 

100.0 

Organization 

As  noted  in  the  report  on  the  questionnaire  study,employees  rated  the 
organization  of  their  institution  higher  than  that  of  the  Department.  The 
same  was  true  of  the  interview  respondents.  Some  employees  seem  to  have 
difficulty  conceptualizing  the  notion  of  organization  for  effective  service 
delivery>and  many  of  their  comments  revealed  confusion  between  organization 
and  management. 

Tables  3  and  4  present  the  results  of  the  institution  and  Department 
for  effective  service  delivery  and  the  comments  of  the  respondents. 


Table  3 

Assessment  of  the  Organization  of  the  Institution 
and  Department  for  Delivery  of ^Services  to  Clients 


Response 

Effective 
Adequate 
Ineffective 
Uncertain 


Total 


Institution 

Department 

N                % 

N              % 

11              31.4 

3              8.6 

15              42.9 

14            40.0 

9              25.7 

13            37.1 

0                0.0 

5             14.3 

35 


100.0 


35 


100.0 
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Table  4 


Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific  Comments 
about  the  Organization  of  the  Institution  and  the  Department 

Institution 


Comments 


Proportion  of  Respondents* 


Negative 

Essential  Services  Poorly  Organized 

Competition  over  Services 

Lack  of  Services 

Physical  Isolation 

Inadequate  Communication 

Poor  Management 

Ineffective  Administration 

Caseload-Understaffed 

Autocratic-Bureaucratic 

Displaced  Goals 
Inadequate  Support 
Inadequate  Evaluation 
Inadequate  funding  for  Training 

Positive 

General  Optimism 

General  Positive  Comments 

Good  Quality  Staff 

Good  Management 

Good  Communication 

Good  Services 

Good  Support 

Total  Number  of  Comments 

Number  of  Respondents  Commenting 


5.7 
2.9 

17.1 
2.9 
2.9 

17.1 
0 
8.6 

0 
0 
0 
0 


22.9 
0 

22.9 

17.1 

5.7 

5.7 

5.7 

48.0 

30.0 


Department 

Proportion  of  Respondents 

0 
0 
0 
0 

5.7 
0 

17.1 
0 

31.4 

11.4 

5.7 

2.9 

0 
25.7 
0 
0 
0 
0 

_g 

35 
26 


*  Proportions  do  not  add  to  1007c   because  some  respondents  made  more  than  one 
comment. 


Table  4  indicates  that  most  of  the  comments  made  did  not  refer  specifically 
to  organization  but  mostly  dealt  with  management  issues.  There  were  consider- 
ably more  negative  comments  than  positive  comments. 


Management 

Respondents  assessment  of  the  management  of  their  institution  and  the 
Department  were  markedly  different.  Table  5  indicates  there  is  marked  contrast 
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in  the  proportion  of  respondents  who  rate  the  management  of  their  institution 
as  effective  for  the  provision  of  services  as  compared  to  those  rating  the 
Department's  management  as  effective. 

Table  5 

Assessment  of  the  Management  of  the 
Institution  and  Department  for  Provision 
of  Services  to  Clients 


Response 

Effective 
Adequate 
Ineffective 
Uncertain 


Total 


Institution 

N_ 

% 

13 

37 

1 

16 

45 

7 

6 

17 

1 

0 

0 

0 

35 


Depa 

rtment 

N 

01 

4 

11 

4 

18 

51 

4 

11 

31 

4 

2 

5 

7 

100.0 


35 


100.0 


Comments 


Negative 


Table  6 

Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 
Comments  about  the  Management  of  the  Institution 
and  the  Department 

Institution 

Proportion    of 
Respondents 


Ineffective  Management  22.9 
Lack  of  Support  and  Staff  8.6 

Bureaucracy-Displaced  Goals  5.7 

Political  Basis  for  Decisions  5.7 

Lack  of  Knowledge  by  Managers  2.9 

Lack  of  Communication  0 

Positive 

Good  Management  22.9 

Good  Services  11.4 

General  Optimism  22.9 
Good  Quality  Staff  5.7 

Mixed 

General   Mixed  Comments  14.3 

Number  of  Comments  43.0 

Number  of  Respondents  Commenting  30.0 


Department 

Proportion   of 

Respondents 


17.1 
2.9 

17.1 
0 

14.3 

14.3 


8.6 
5.7 
0 
0 


28.6 


38 
27 
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Comments  were  split  over  management  of  the  Institution.  Comments  about 
management  of  the  Department  were  heavily  negative  or  mixed.  There  were  16 
negative,  22  positive  and  5  mixed  comments  about  the  institution  management. 
In  the  case  of  the  management  of  the  Department, there  were  23  negative,  5 
positive  and  10  mixed  comments. 

Cross-tabulation  of  rating  of  the  effectiveness  of  management  of  the  in- 
stitution with  rating  of  the  management  of  the  Department  indicates  17  res- 
pondents rated  the  institution  management  higher  than  the  Department  manage- 
ment and  only  three  rated  the  Department  management  higher  than  the  institu- 
tion .nanagement.  The  remaining  13  respondents  rated  them  both  the  same  while 
2  could  not  rate  the  Department. 


Policies 

In  the  area  of  policies  enabling  direct  service  employees  to  effectively 
provide  services  tne  responses  compare  the  institutions  and  the  department 
somewhat  more  favorably  than  with  management.  Tables  7  and  8  indicate  the 
ratings  of  the  policies  of  the  institution  and  the  department  and  the  comments 
made  about  each. 

Table  7 

Assessment  of  the  Policies  of  the 
Institution  and  Department  for  Provision 
of  Services  to  Clients 


Responses 

Effective 
Adequate 
Ineffective 
Uncertain 


Insti 

tutior 

1 

N 

% 

12 

34. 

,3 

17 

48. 

6 

6 

17. 

,1 

0 

0. 

,0 

Department 

N 

% 

8 

22.9 

14 

40.0 

9 

25.7 

4 

11.4 

Total 


35 


100.0 


35 


100.0 


Table  8 

Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 
Comments  about  the  Policies  of  the   Institution 
and  the  Department 


Comments 

Negative 

Vague,  Outdated  Policies 
Political   Basis   for  Policies 
Policies   Protect  Bureaucracy 


Institution 

Proportion    of 
Respondents 

11.4 

2.9 

11.4 


Department 

Proportion   of 
Respondents 

11.4 
5.7 
5.7 
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Table  8    cont. 


Negative 


Policies  interfere  with  Service  5.7  0 

Lack  of  Effective  Management  5.7  5.7 


Institution 

5 

7 

5 

7 

2 

9 

5 

7 

5 

7 

2 

9 

0 

Department 


Policies  don't  Protect  Staff  2.9  0 

Lack  of  Services  5.7  0 

Disregard  for  Clients  Needs  5.7  2.9 

Too  many  Laws  2.9  0 

Policies  based  on  little  knowledge  0  5.7 

Positive 

Good,  Clear  Policies  42.9  2.9 

Good  Management  0  31.4 

Policies  have  Staff  Input  2.9  0 

Mixed 

General  Comments  2.9  0 


Number  of  Comments  36  25 

Number  of  Respondents  Commenting   29  22 

Comparison  of  the  number  of  negative  with  positive  comments  for  the  instit- 
ution and  department  reveals  that  they  are   close.  Negative  comments  about  in- 
stitution policies  were  19  compared  to  16  positive  comments  and  one  mixed  com- 
ment. For  the  Department  policies  there  were  13  negative  and  12  positive  com- 
ments. 

"^    Crosstabulation  analysis  reveals  the  respondents  do  distinguish  between 
the  policies  of  the  institution  and  department  although  nearly  half  (49',')  rate 
them  the  same. 

Essential  and  Nonessential  Services 

The  questionnaire  survey  was  concerned  with  discovering  the  employees  per- 
ceptions of  the  quantity  of  essential  services  to  clients.  Likewise  questions 
13  and  14  in  the  interview  schedule  were  concerned  with  this  issue.  The  results 
from  the  two  surveys  were  very  similar.  Given  the  sample  of  the  interview  sur- 
vey was  limited  to  direct  service  staff  the  proportion  of  uncertain  responses 
was  much  smaller. 

Tables  9  and  10  provide  a  comparison  of  the  responses  from  the  two  surveys 
to  questions  about  all  essential  and  any  nonessential  services  provided  by  the 
institution.  Tables  11  and  12  provide  a  listing  of  the  perceived  services  not 
provided  which  are  essential  and  the  nonessential  services  perceived  which  are 
provided. 
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Table  9 

Comparison  of  Responses  to  Question  about 
Essential  Services  Provided  by  the  Institution  between 
Questionnaire  and  Interview  Samples 

Interview  Questionnaire 

N      % 


57  52.8 
35  32.4 
16     14.8 


Resp 

)onses 

N 

_%_ 

All 

Essential  Services: 
Being  Provided 
Not  Being  Provided 
Uncertain 

21 

13 

1 

60, 

37, 

2, 

.0 
.1 
.9 

Total    35   100.0  108    100.0 

Table  10 

Comparison  of  Responses  to  Question  about 
Nonessential  Services  Provided  by  the  Institution  between 
Questionnaire  and  Interview  Samples 

Interview  Questionnaire 


Responses 

N 

% 

Any  Nonessential  Services 
Being  Provided 
Not  Being  Provided 
Uncertain 

4 

28 
_1 

11.4 

80.0 

8.6 

Total 

35 

100.0 
Table  11 

28 

26.2 

64 

59.8 

15 

14.0 

107    100.0 


Essential  Services  Listed  as  Not  Currently 
being  Provided  by  the  Institution  (Proportion  of  Respondents) 

Services  Proportion  of  Respondents 


More  Client  Activities 

22.9 

More  Resources  and  Programs 

17.1 

Medical 

5.7 

Educational /Vocational 

5.7 

Counseling 

2.9 

Legal  Assistance 

2.9 

Alternative  Facilities 

5.7 

Number  of  Responses        22 
Number  of  Respondents  Commenting    14 
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5.7 
2.9 
2.9 
2.9 
2.9 

6 

6 


Table  12 

Nonessential  Services  Listed  as  Currently 
being  Provided  by  the  Institution  (Proportion  of  Respondents) 

Services  Proportion  of  Respondents 

Medical 
Education 
Recreation 
Transportation 
General  Care 

Number  of  Responses 

Number  of  Respondents  Commenting 

While  the  questionnaire  survey  produced  a  few  more  services  in  both  unpro- 
vided essential  and  provided  nonessential  categories  the  general  categories  were 
the  same  as  were  the  proportions. 

In  general,  the  respondents  in  both  surveys  indicate  little  inclination  to 
provide  fewer  services  and  somewhat  stronger  perceptions  that  more  services  should 
be  provided.  Most,  however,  believe  the  level  of  services  is  good  in  terms  of 
quantity. 


Support  for  Providing  Services 

Questions  15  through  25  in  the  interview  schedule  dealt  with  the  percep- 
tions of  the  employees  about  the  kinds  of  support  their  institution  and  the 
Department  provide  for  delivery  of  services  to  clients  or  inmates.  Respondents 
-*/ere  asked  to  rate  the  different  kinds  of  support  provided  by  their  institu- 
tion and  by  the  Department  of  Institutions.  Each  respondent  was  also  asked 
to  make  comments  about  the  support  area. 

The  results  presented  below  compare  the  institution  with  the  Department 
ratings  on  each  type  of  support.  Comments  are  presented  in  terms  of  general 
classifications  which  emerged  from  the  actual  statements  of  respondents.  Pro- 
portions of  the  respondents  are  given  to  indicate  the  generality  of  the  per- 
ceived negative  or  positive  comments. 

Communication 

Essential  to  quality  service  delivery  is  communication  from  supervisors 
and  administrators  about  policies  and  procedures.  Tables  13  and  14  present 
the  respondent's  evaluation  of  the  communication  about  policies  and  procedures 
they  are  provided  by  the  institution  and  by  the  Department  and  the  comments 
they  made  about  these. 


-28- 


Table  13 

Assessment  of  Communication  about  Policies 
and  Procedures  from  the  Institution  and  the  Department 

Department 

Responses  N       %  N     % 


Institutior 

N 

% 

6 

17 

1 

12 

34 

3 

17 

48 

6 

0 

0 

0 

Effective  6  17.1  3  8.6 

Adequate  12  34.3  14  40.0 

Ineffective  17  48.6  13  37.1 

Uncertain            0  0.0            5  14.3 

Total    35     100.0  35    100.0 

Table  14 

Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 
Comments  Regarding  Communication  about  Policies  and  Procedures 

Comments  Proportion  of  Respondents 

Institution-Negative 

Poor  Supervision  11.4 

Poor  Communication  Between  Staff  8.6 

Poor  Management  14.3 
Institution-Positive 

Good  Supervision  8.6 

Good  Management  5.7 
Department-Negati  ve 

Poor  Management  17.1 

Department  too  Large  11.4 

Lack  of  Knowledge  of  Institution  5.7 

Physical  Isolation  from  Department  2.9 
Department-Posi  ti  ve 

Good  Management  ..  ,17.1  :^ 

Improving  '  '  8.6 

Combined*-Negati ve 

General  Negative  about  Both  34.3 

Inadequate  Written  Communication  8.6 

Administration  Nonresponsive  2.9 

Only  through  Mistakes  2.9 

Number  of  Responses         56 
Number  of  Respondents  Commenting     29 


*  Combined  refers  to  comments  made  about  both  the  institution  and  the  Depart- 
ment. 
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These  results  indicate  there  is  much  concern  about  inadequate  communication 
about  policies  and  procedures  from  the  top  down.  Negative  comments  totaled 
42  and  positive  comments  were  only  14.  Cross-tabulation  analysis  indicates  a 
third  of  those  responding  rate  both  the  institution  and  the  Department  as  in- 
effective in  communication. 

Rewards 

Any  organization  must  provide  a  system  of  rewards  to  insure  effective 
performance,  to  recruit  workers,  to  maintain  good  morale,  and  to  integrate 
the  authority  structure.  Table  15  presents  the  employee's  assessment  of  the 
rewards  for  effective  services  to  clients  provided  by  the  institution  and  by 
the  Department.  Table  16  gives  the  categorized  comments  made  about  the  rewards. 

Table  15 

Assessment  of  Rewards  for  Effective  Service 
to  Clients  given  by  the  Institution  and  the  Department 


Responses 

Effective 
Adequate 
Ineffective 
Uncertain 

Total 


Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 
Comments  Regarding  Rewards  for  Effective  Service  to  Clients 

Comment  Proportion  of  Respondents 

Institution-Negative 

Inadequate  Nonmonetary  25.7 

Lack  of  Consistent  Merit  11.4 

Reward  Process  Flawed  5.7 

Inadequate  Salary  and  Vacation  5.7 

Union  Good  2.9 

Institution- Positive 

Good  Nonmonetary  11.4 

Good  Evaluations  5.7 

Good  Process  2.9 

Department-Negati  ve 

Poor  Classification  System  25.7 

No  Rewards  22.9 

Inequality  of  Rewards  5.7 

Inadequate  Funding  2.9 

Disdain  of  Staff  2.9 

Department-Posi  ti  ve 

Good  Classification  System  2.9 
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Institution 

Depa 

rtment 

N      % 

N 

% 

4  11.4 
12  34.3 
18     51.4 

1      2.9 

3 

2 

26 

4 

8.6 

5.7 

74.3 

11.4 

35     100.0 

35 

100.0 

Table 

16 

Table  16   cont. 

Comment  Proportion  of  Respondents 

Combination-Negative 

Rev/ards  Nonexistent  20.0 

Inadequate  Monetary  17.1 

Inadequate  Nonmonetary  5.7 

Political  Basis  for  Rewards  2.9 
Combi  nati  on-Posi  ti  ve 

General  Positive  Comments  11.4 

Number  of  Responses         67 
Number  of  Respondents  Commenting     33 

These  tables  indicate  a  clear  majority  of  employees  believe  the  rewards 
given  by  both  the  institution  and  the  Department  are  ineffective.  Over  58% 
of  respondents  rating  both  the  institution's  rewards  and  the  Department's 
rewards  rate  them  both  as  ineffective.  There  were  only  12  positive  statements 
and  55  negative  comments.  The  comments  indicate  considerable  concern  with 
a  lack  of  nonmonetary  rewards  in  the  form  of  recognition  for  good  service  and 
dissatifaction  with  the  rewarding  process  from  both  the  institution  and 
Department. 

Undoubtedly  the  dissatisfaction  with  rewards  is  directly  related  to  the 
generally  low  assessment  of  morale  among  the  employees.  Clearly  the  Department 
gets  a  lower  rating  for  rewards  than  the  institutions  but  neither  are  rated 
good  by  a  majority. 

Guidance  and  Assistance 

Providing  guidance  and  assistance  in  service  delivery  is  an  essential 
support  activity  for  effective  administration  of  human  service  organizations. 
Table  17  indicates  the  respondents  assessment  of  the  guidance  and  assistance 
in  providing  services  to  clients  given  by  the  institution  and  the  Department. 
Comments  about  this  area  are  given  in  Table  18. 


Table  17 

Assessment  of  Guidance  and  Assistance  in 
Providing  Services  to  Clients  given  by  the 
Institution  and  Department 


Responses 

Effective 
Adequate 
Ineffective 
Uncertain 


Instit 

ution 

N 

% 

9 

25, 

.7 

17 

48, 

.6 

9 

25, 

,7 

0 

0, 

.0 

Depa 

irtment 

N 

% 

5 

14, 

,3 

14 

40, 

.0 

10 

28, 

.6 

6 

17. 

.1 

Total    35     100.0  35    100.0 
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Table  18 

Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 
Comments  about  Guidance  and  Assistance  in  Providing  Services  to  Clients 

Comment  Proportion  of  Respondents 

Institution-Negative 

Poor  Supervision  22.9 

Caseloads  too  High  2.9 

Inadequate  Staff  Preparation  2.9 

Inadequate  Training  5.7 

Poor  Management  5.7 
Institution-Positive 

Good  Supervision  14.3 

Good  Training  5.7 

Good  Support  2.9 
Department-Negati  ve 

Poor  Management  20.0 

Inadequate  Training  11.4 

Poor  Supervision  5.7 

Inadequate  knowledge  of  Institution  2.9 
Department-Positive 

Good  Management  8.6 

Good  Programs  2.9 
Combined-Negative 

Poor  Management  5.7 

Poor  Information  2.9 

Number  of  Responses         43 
Number  of  Respondents  Commenting     25 

These  results  indicate  somewhat  more  satisfaction  with  the  performance 
of  guidance  and  assistance  in  providing  services  to  clients  by  both  the  in- 
stitution and  the  Department  than  for  many  other  kinds  of  support.  While  there 
were  31  negative  comments  to  12  positive  comments  many  of  the  comments  refer 
to  other  support  areas  than  to  guidance  and  assistance. 

Some  respondents  seemed  not  to  understand  the  concept  of  guidance  and 
assistance  or  at  least  had  little  notion  that  this  should  be  provided  by  their 
institution  or  the  Department. 


Paperwork 

Paperwork  is  a  much  maligned  but  essential  function  of  employees  in  an 
organization.  It  is  frequently  resented  by  employees  until  it  is  used  in 
some  important  way.  Table  19  shows  the  employee's  evaluation  of  the  paper- 
work involved  in  their  job.  Comments  on  paperwork  are  presented  in  Table  20. 
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Table  19 

Assessment  of  Paperwork  Required  by  Institution 
and  the  Department 


Responses 

Effective 
Adequate 
Ineffective 
Uncertain 


Insti 

tution 

N 

_1 

_ 

17 

48. 

,6 

12 

34. 

,3 

5 

14. 

,3 

1 

2. 

,9 

Dep: 

artment 

JN_ 

% 

8 

22, 

.9 

9 

25, 

.7 

9 

25, 

.7 

9 

25, 

.7 

Total 


35 


100.0 


35 


100.0 


Comment 


Table  20 

Proportion  of  Respondents  making  Specific 
Comments  about  Paperwork  Required  for  their  Job 


Proportion  of  Respondents 


Institution-Negative 

Ineffective  Time  Documentation 

Takes  Time  from  Service 

Ineffective  Performance  Evaluations 
Institution-Positive 

Good  Requirement 

Good  Policies 

Good  Employees 
Department-Negative 

Requirement  Excessive 

Inconsistent  Use 

Inadequate  Forms 
Department-Pos  i  ti  ve 

Adequate  Amount 
Combined-Negative 

Excessive  Amount 

No  Feedback 
Combined-Positive 

Necessary 


5.7 

20.0 

2.9 

65.7 

14.3 

5.7 

11.4 

11.4 

2.9 

20.0 

8.6 
17.1 

5.7 


Number  of  Responses        67 

Number  of  Respondents  Commenting     35 

Notable  in  these  findings  is  the  generally  positive  assessment  of  the 
paperwork  required  by  the  institution.  Nearly  83«  of  the  respondents  rated 
the  paperwork  required  by  the  institution  as  effective  or  adequate.  The  rating 
received  by  the  Department  was  considerably  less  positive  but  nearly  half  (48.6%) 
of  the  respondents  rated  the  Departments  paperwork  requirement  as  effective  or 
adequate. 
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Cross-tabulation  indicates  61.5?:^  of  the  respondents  rated  both  the 
Institution  and  the  Department  as  having  effective  or  adequate  paperwork. 
Interestingly,  every  respondent  had  some  comment  about  paperwork. 


Training 

Effective  delivery  of  human  services  requires  training  in  a  variety  of 
program  areas  and  continued  updating  of  staff  knowledge  and  skills.  Table  21 
indicates  the  employee's  rating  of  training  provided  by  the  institution  and 
the  Department.  Comments  on  training  are  listed  in  Table  22. 

Table  21 

Assessment  of  Training  in  Providing  Services 
to  Clients  Conducted  by  the  Institution  and  the  Department 


Responses 


Institution 


Effective 

9 

25.7 

Adequate 

12 

34.3 

Ineffective 

10 

28.6 

Uncertain 

0 

0.0 

Inadequate 

Amount 

4 

11.4 

Dep 

artment 

N 

% 

5 

14 

3 

10 

28 

6 

13 

37 

1 

6 

17 

1 

1 

2 

9 

Total 


35 


100.0 


35 


100.0 


Table  22 


Proportion  of  Respondents  making  Specific 
Comments  about  Training 


Comment 


Institution -Negative 
Inadequate  Amount 
Inadequate  Quality 

Institution- Positive 
Adequate  Amount 
Good-on-Job  Training 

Department-Neqati  ve 
Inadequate  Funding 
Inadequate  Amount 
Inappropriate  Location 
Wrong  People  Training 

Department-Pos  i  ti  ve 
Good  Models 
Adequate  Amount 

Combined-Negative 

Inappropriate  Training 
Inadequate  Type 


Proportion  of  Respondents 


22.9 
2.9 

31.4 
2.9 

20.0 

28.6 

11.4 

8.6 

5.7 
2.9 

2.9 
2.9 
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Table  22   cont. 

Comment  Proportion  of  Respondents 

Other 

Outside  Education  Prior  to 

Employment  2.9 

Number  of  Responses         51 

Number  of  Respondents  Commenting     29 

In  general  employees  are  more  satisfied  with  the  training  provided  by 
the  institution  than  that  provided  by  the  Department.  Comments  referred  to 
problems  in  both  quantity  and  quality  of  training  provided.  Nearly  two-thirds 
of  the  respondents  rated  both  the  institution  and  the  Department  the  same  on 
training.  Clearly  there  is  the  perception  that  the  Department  should  provide 
more  and  better  training  for  service  providers. 

Supervision 

Supervision  overlaps  with  guidance  and  assistance  and  with  training.  As 
an  important  support  function  it  can  serve  to  make  employees  accountable  for 
performing  their  jobs  and  in  providing  direction  and  discipline.  Respondents 
opinions  of  supervision  provided  by  the  institution  and  the  Department  are 
given  in  Table  23  and  their  comments  are  listed  in  Table  24. 

Table  23 

Assessment  of  Supervision  of  Work  Given  by 
Institution  and  the  Department 


Responses 

Effective 
Adequate 
Ineffective 
Uncertain 

Total    35     100.0  35    100.0 

Table  24 

Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 
Comments  about  Supervision 

Comments  Proportion  of  Respondents 

Institution-Negative 

Inadequate  Amount  17.1 

Supervision  Spread  too  Thin  11.4 
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Ins 

titution 

N 

% 

14 

40, 

,0 

12 

34. 

.3 

8 

22. 

.9 

1 

2. 

.9 

Depa 

irtmer 

It 

N 

1o 

7 

20. 

.0 

11 

31. 

.4 

7 

20. 

.0 

10 

28. 

.6 

Table  24   cont. 

Comments  Proportion  of  Respondents 

Institution-Negative 

Inadequate  Policies  5.7 

Only  Negative  Supervision  2.9 

Incompetent  Supervisors  2.9 

Changing  Work  Situation  5.7 
Institution-Positive 

Competent  Supervision  25.7 

Improving  5.7 
Department-Negati  ve 

Inadequate  Amount  17.1 

Inadequate  Knowledge  17.1 

Inconsistent  and  Insincere  5.7 
Department-Posi  ti  ve 

Good  Control  2.9 

Adequate  5.7 
Combi  ned-Negati  ve 

Incompetent  Supervision  5.7 

Number  of  Responses         46 
Number  of  Respondents  Commenting     29 

With  nearly  three-fourths  of  the  respondents  rating  the  supervision  by 
the  institution  as  effective  or  adequate  it  appears  there  is  general  satisfaction. 
Over  half  of  the  respondents  rated  supervision  by  the  Department  as  effective 
or  adequate.  The  high  number  of  uncertain  responses  regarding  the  supervision 
by  the  Department  is  possibly  a  function  of  the  employee's  lack  of  knowledge 
about  the  supervision,  if  any,  provided  by  the  Department.  Logically  supervision 
would  be  conducted  by  the  local  institution  for  direct  service  providers  in 
the  sample. 

Comments  referred  to  both  quantity  and  quality  of  supervision.  Several 
comments  indicated  employees  were  more  satisfied  with  their  own  supervision 
than  with  that  provided  to  other  employees  within  their  institution. 

Evaluation 

Evaluation  of  one's  performance  is  of  necessity  tied  to  rewards  in  an 
organization.  It,  like  supervision,  may  be  viewed  as  negative  and  threatening 
but  necessary  and  potentially  helpful.  Respondents"*  assessments  of  the  eval- 
uation of  their  service  to  clients  are  presented  in  Table  25  with  their  comments 
listed  in  Table  26. 

Table  25 


Assessment  of  Evaluation  of  Service  to  Clients 
Performed  by  the  Institution  and  by  the  Department 

Institution 


Responses  N       % 


Effective  9  25.7 

Adequate  19  54.3 

Ineffective  6  17.1 

Uncertain  1  2.9 


Total    35     100.0 
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Table  26 

Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 

Comments  about  Evaluation 

Comments  Proportion  of  Respondents 

Institution -Negative 

Insincere  11.4 

Inadequate  Frequency  8.6 

Inadequate  Contact  by  Evaluator  8.6 

Too  Nice  8.6 

Inadequate  Feedback  5.7 

Favoritism  in  Evaluations  2.9 

Institution-Positive 

Good  Quality  11.4 

Good  Policies  8.6 

Improving  2.9 

Department-Negati  ve 

Inadequate  Frequency  22.9 

Inadequate  contact  by  Evaluator  17.1 

Unknown  25.7 

Department-Posi  ti  ve 

Effective  Evaluation  2.9 

Combi  nation-Negati  ve 

Only  Evaluate  Problems  2.9 

Unknown  2.9 


Number  of  Responses         50 
Number  of  Respondents  Commenting     29 

It  appears  from  these  responses  that  evaluations  by  the  institution  are 
rated  as  good  by  the  employees.  As  would  be  expected  many  respondents  know 
very  little  about  evaluations  performed  by  the  Department.  Of  those  who  could 
rate  the  Department,  a  majority  rated  the  evaluations  as  adequate  or  effective. 

The  relative  infrequency  of  positive  comments  may  indicate  relative  sat- 
isfaction with  this  important  kind  of  support. 


Planning 

Planning  for  the  service  needs  of  clients  is  important  for  being  prepared 
to  handle  client-loads  or  inmate  populations.  Programs  need  to  be  begun  before 
an  institution  is  inundated  with  clients  or  inmates  with  particular  needs. 
Too  frequently  institutions  and  bureaus  are  forced  to  respond  to  clients  needs 
after  the  fact  rather  than  being  prepared  in  advance.  An  effective  human  ser- 
vice organization  must  have  a  planning  function  to  provide  direct  care  employees 
with  necessary  skills  and  facilities  for  giving  the  care. 

Ratings  by  respondents  to  the  planning  for  service  needs  of  clients  are  pro- 
vided in  Table  27  and  their  comments  are  listed  in  Table  28. 


-37- 


Table  27 


Assessment  of  Planning  for  Service  Needs  of 
Clients  Performed  by  the  Institution  and  by  the  Department 


Responses 

Effective 
Adequate 
Ineffective 
Uncertain 


Institution 


Total 


9 

15 
10 

1 

35 


25.7 

42.9 

28.6 

2.9 

lon.o 


Department 


5 

15 

8 

7 

35 


14.3 
42.9 
22.9 
20.0 

100.0 


Table  28 

Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 
Comments  on  Planning 


Comments 


Institution-Negative 

Inadequate  Amount 

Lack  of  Staff  Input 

Unknown 
Insti  tution-Posi  ti  ve 

Good  Planning  for  Clients 

Supervisor  Good  Planner 
Department-Negati  ve 

Inadequate  Implementation 

No  Long  Term  Planning 

Inadequate  Knowledge  to  Plan 

Unknown 

Inconsistent  Planning 
Department-Positive 

Specific  Instance  Cited 

Good  Planning 
Combi  nati  on-Negati  ve 

Planning  Nonexistent 

Inadequate  Anticipation  of  Needs 
Combi  nation-Posi  ti  ve 

General  Positive  Comment 


Proportion  of  Respondents 


25.7 
2.9 
2.9 

20.0 
2.9 

14.3 
8.6 
8.6 
8.6 
2.9 

8.6 
2.9 

11.4 
2.9 


Number  of  Responses 
Number  of  Respondents  Co"imeiiting 


2.9 
44 

28 


Consistent  with  other  findings  in  this  survey, the  institution  was  rated 
better  in  planning  than  was  the  Department.  Both  were,  however,  generally 
given  positive  ratings  by  the  respondents. 
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Comments  were  generally  appropriate  and  to  the  point  dealing  with  the 
planning  function.  Thirty-one  of  the  44  responses  were  negative  about  plan- 
ning. Of  these  21  comments  referred  to  an  inadequate  amount  of  planning  for 
clients  needs. 

Possibly  both  the  Department  and  the  institutions  and  bureaus  need  to 
better  inform  direct  service  staff  of  such  planning  as  does  occur. 

Research  and  Information 

In  a  field  of  rapidly  expanding  knowledge  such  as  human  services  research 
and  information  about  effective  services  and  imporvements  in  programs  is  ess- 
ential. Respondents  ratings  of  the  institution  and  Department  provision  of 
research  and  information  are  given  in  Table  29.  Comments  on  this  support 
function  are  listed  in  Table  30. 

Table  29 

Assessment  of  the  Provision  of  Research  and 
Information  on  Effective  Services  to  Clients  by  the  Institution 
and  by  the  Department 


Response 

Effective 
Adequate 
Ineffective 
Uncertain 


Total 


Institution 

N 

/ 

^ 

4 

11. 

,4 

11 

31. 

.4 

10 

28, 

,6 

10 

28. 

.6 

35 


100.0 


Depa 

irtment 

N 

_1 

4 

11. 

.4 

11 

31. 

.4 

7 

20. 

.0 

13 

37. 

.1 

35 


100.0 


Table  30 

Proportion  of  Rpspondsnts  Making  Specific 
Comments  about  Research  and  Information 


Comment 

Insti  tuti  on-Negati  ve 

No  Implementation 
Insti tuti on- Positive 

Specific  Case  Cited 

General   Positive  Comment 

Optimistic 
Department-Negati  ve 

Not  Interested  in  Improvement 

Not  Open  to  New  Information 

Inertia 
Department-Pos  i  ti  ve 

General    Positive  Comment 
Combination-Negative 

Unknown  Function 

Inadequate  Communication 

No  Follow-up 
Combination-Posi  ti  ve 


Proportion  of  Respondents 

5.7 

28.6 
2.9 
2.9 

11.4 
2.9 
2.9 

2.9 


Good  Performance 


14. 

.3 

5. 

.7 

2. 

.9 

5. 

.7 

Number  of  Responses 


31 


Number  of  Respondents  Commenting 
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These  results  indicate  a  general  lack  of  awareness  of  this  support  element, 
Respondents  frequently  had  to  have  the  function  explained  by  the  interviewer^ 
revealing  their  lack  of  familiarity  with  this  function.  For  those  who  could^ 
rate  the  institution  and  the  Department  on  this  support  service, the  ratings 
were  generally  positive.  Interestingly  the  ratings  of  the  institution  and 
the  Department  were  identical  for  adequate  and  effective  and  fewer  rated  the 
Department  as  ineffective  than  rated  the  institution  as  ineffective. 

Policy  Guidelines 

This  question  is  closely  related  to  the  earlier  question  dealing  with 
policies.  It  was  intended  to  be  more  specifically  related  to  the  service 
delivery  function..  Table  31  presents  the  ratings  of  respondents  of  the  policy 
guidelines  for  providing  services  to  clients  of  the  institution  and  the 
Department.  Comments  are  listed  in  Table  32. 

Table  31 

Assessment  of  Policy  Guidelines  for  Provision 
of  Services  to  Clients  of  the  Institution  and  of  the  Department 


Response 

Effective 
Adequate 
Ineffective 
Uncertain 


Ins 

titution 

N 

% 

15 

42.9 

11 

31.4 

7 

20.0 

_2 

5.7 

35 

100.0 

Table 

32 

Depc 

irtment 

N 

% 

10 

28, 

.6 

10 

28, 

.6 

7 

20, 

.0 

8 

22, 

.9 

Total         35  100.0  35         100.0 


Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 
Comments  about  Policy  Guidelines  for  Providing  Services   to  Clients 

of  the  Institution  and  the  Department 

Comment  Proportiqn.of  Respondents 

Institution-Negative 

They  Protect  the  Institution 

Not  the  Client  8.6 
Institution-Positive 

Good  in  General  8.6 
Department-Negati  ve 

No  Communication  about  them  11.4 

Lacks  Knowledge  to  make  them  5.7 

General  Negative  Comment  5.7 
Department-Positive 

General  Positive  Comment  5.7 
Combination-Negative 

Not  Applied  5.7 

Unknown  5.7 
Combination-Positive 

Appropriate  Guidelines  5.7 

Clear  Guidelines  14.3 

Number  of  Responses  ~27 

Number  of  Respondents  Commenting  22 
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Comparison  of  Tables  31  and  32  with  Tables  7  and  8  indicate  some  minor 
differences.  Fewer  respondents  rated  the  institution  and  the  Department  as 
effective  in  general  policies  than  in  policy  guidelines  for  services  to  clients, 
In  general,  however,  adequate  and  effective  ratings  for  both  the  institution 
and  the  Department  fell  by  a  few  percentage  points  from  general  policies  rating 
to  policy  guidelines  rating. 

Comments  were  fewer  but  the  general  nature  of  both  positive  and  negative 
comments  were  similar  for  broad  policies  and  for  policy  guidelines.  Basically 
the  rating  of  policy  guiaelines  for  providing  services  to  clients  was  positive 
for  both  the  institution  and  the  Department  but  the  institution  was  clearly 
rated  higher  than  the  Department  here. 

Leadership 

The  final  support  element  included  in  the  interviewer  schedule  was  lead- 
ership in  service  programs.  Employees  frequently  need  leadership  to  develop 
enthusiasm  and  to  give  morale  a  boost.  Table  33  indicates  employees  ratings 
of  the  leadership  in  the  institution  and  in  the  Department.  Comments  on 
leadership  are  listed  in  Table  34. 

Table  33 

Assessment  of  Leadership  in  Service  Programs 
Provided  by  the  Institution  and  the  Department 


Response 

Effective 
Adequate 
Ineffective 
Uncertain 


Insti 

tution 

N 

/ 

lo 

13 

37 

1 

14 

40 

0 

4 

11 

4 

4 

11 

4 

Depa 

rtment 

N 

_%_ 

4 

11 

4 

9 

25 

7 

12 

34 

3 

10 

28 

6 

Total 


35 


100.0 


35 


100.0 


Table  34 

Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 
Comments  about  Leadership  in  Service  Programs 


Comments 


Proportion  of  Respondents 


Insti  tuti  on-Negati  ve 

Poor  Management 

Staff  Fear  Administration 

Poor  Personnel  Selection 

Lack  of  Staff  Participation 
Institution-Positive 

Good  Management 

General  Optimism 
Department-Negative 

Lack  of  Communication 

Poor  Management 

Administration  Care  only  about 
Bureaucracy 


5.7 
5.7 
2.9 
2.9 

20.0 
5.7 

25.7 
20.0 

5.7 
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Table  34 
Comments 


cont. 


Proportion  of  Respondents 


Combi  nation-Negati  ve 
Poor  Management 


Number  of  Respondents 
Number  of  Respondents  Commenting 


11.4 

37 

25 


Comparison  of  the  ratings  on  Table  33  indicates  leadership  in  the  instit- 
utions is  rated  much  higher  than  leadership  in  the  Department.  The  number  of 
comments  about  leadership  of  the  Department  is  also  strikingly  larger  than 
the  number  for  institution  leadership.  There  were  no  positive  comments  made 
at  all  about  the  leadership  of  the  Department. 


Personal  Feelings  about  the  Position 

Questions  26  and  27  on  the  interview  schedule  asked  the  employees  about 
their  perceptions  of  their  superior's  understanding  of  their  work  situation 
and  their  treatment.  Table  35  presents  the  respondents  assessment  of  their 
superiors  understanding  of  their  job.  Table  36  lists  the  comments  made  about 
this  area. 

Table  35 

Respondents  Preception  of  their  Superiors' 
Understanding  of  their  Job 

Superiors'   Understand: 


Your 

Work 

Your 

Needs 

in 

Providing 

Se 

rvice 

Your  Clients  Nee 

Response 

N 

% 

N 

% 

N       % 

Completely 
Partially 
Not  at  all 
Mixed 
Uncertain 

9 
22 

1 
0 
3 

25.7 

62.9 

2.9 

0.0 

8.6 

10 

19 

3 

3 

0 

28.6 

54.3 

8.6 

8.6 

0.0 

10      28.6 

19      54.3 

4      11.4 

2       5.7 

0       0.0 

Total 


35 


100.0 


35 


100.0 


35 


100.0 


Comments 


Table  36 

Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 

Comments  about  their  Superiors'    Understanding  of 

Their  Job 


Negative 
Superiors  lack  knowledge 


Proportion  of  Respondents 


22.9 
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Table  36   cont. 


Comments 


Proportion  of  Respondents 


Concerned  only  about  Bureaucracy 
Programs  are  Complicated 
Inadequate  Programs 
Inadequate  Communication 
Incompetent  Supervisor 
Positive 

Knowledgeable  Superiors 
Optimism  about  Superiors 
Good  Supervisor 
Good  Staff  Participation 
Mixed 
General 


2.9 
2.9 
2.9 
2.9 
2.9 

34.3 

17.1 

2.9 

2.9 

11.4 


Number  of  Responses 


38 


Number  of  Respondents  Commenting 


25 


Overall  respondents  rated  their  superiors'  understanding  fairly  low.  Ideally 
one  would  expect  a  superior  to  know  their  work  and  needs  fairly  well.  Fewer  than 
30%  of  the  respondents  believe  their  superiors  know  their  job  and  needs  completely. 
Comments  were  more  positive  than  negative,  however. 

Table  37  indicates  the  respondents'  perception  of  whether  or  not  they  are 
treated  as  a  professional  by  the  institution  and  by  the  Department.  Comments 
about  this  area  are  provided  in  Table  38. 

Table  37 

Respondents'  Perception  about  Whether  they  are 
Treated  as  a  Professional  by  the  Institution  and  by  the  Department 


Response 

Completely 
Partially 
Not  at  all 
Uncertain 


Insti 

tutior 

1 

N 

% 

12 

34. 

,3 

15 

42, 

.9 

8 

22. 

,9 

0 

0. 

.0 

Department 

N 

% 

5 

14.3 

10 

28.6 

12 

34.3 

8 

22.9 

Total 


35 


100.0 


35 


100.0 


Table  38 

Proportion  of  Respondents  Making  Specific 

Comments  about  Treatment  as  a  Professional  by 

the  Institution  and  the  Department 


Comment 

Institution-Negative 

Professional   Clothing  Should 
be  Required 


Proportion  of  Respondents 


2.9 
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17, 
2, 
8, 

.1 
.9 
.6 

0, 

.0 

48. 
11, 

.6 
,4 

8. 

,6 

Table  38    cont. 

Comments  Proportion  of  Respondents 

Night  Shift  Workers  treated  poorly        2.9 

Young  Supervisors  Degraded  by  Staff       2.9 
Institution-Positive 

Suggestions  Taken  5.7 

Specific  Instance  Cited  2.9 

Department-Neqati  ve 

Inappropriate  Treatment  of  Staff         20.0 

Job  Policies  Degrading  17.1 

Administrators  only  care  about 
Bureaucracy 

Degrading  Policies 

General  Negative  Comment 
Department-Pos  i  ti  ve 

None 
Combination-Negative 

Inappropriate  Treatment  of  Staff 

Inconsistency  of  treatment 
Combination- Positive 

General  Positive  Comment 

Number  of  Responses        53 
Number  of  Respondents  Commenting    27 

These  data  reveal  much  different  perception  by  employees  in  treatment  as 
professisonals  by  the  institution  than  by  the  Department.  More  than  three  fourths 
of  the  respondents  perceive  the  institution  to  treat  them  completely  or  partially 
as  professionals.  Only  42.9%  of  the  respondents  perceive  the  Department  to 
treat  them  completely  or  partially  as  professionals. 

The  comments  made  indicate  many  more  negative  perceptions  than  positive 
(47  vs.  6).  No  positive  comments  were  made  specifically  about  the  Department's 
treatment  of  the  respondents. 

These  responses  indicate  a  rather  clear  feeling  of  not  being  treated  as 
they  would  like  by  the  Department. 

General  Comments 

The  final  questions  on  the  interview  schedule  asked  for  general  comments 
from  the  respondents  about  service  delivery  in  their  institution  and  comments 
they  wanted  to  make  to  the  Interim  Committee  on  Human  Services. 

These  comments  are  listed  individually  in  Appendices  B  and  C.  These  are 
the  different  comments  and  some  of  the  same  comments  were  made  by  different 
respondents.  They  are  listed  in  somewhat  abbreviated  form  giving  their  main 
point  rather  than  listing  them  verbatim  or  classifying  them. 

Summary 

In  general  this  survey  along  with  the  questionnaire  survey  indicate  there 
are  some  significant  organizational  and  management  problems  in  the  Department 
of  Institutions  as  well  as  in  some  of  its  institutions  and  bureaus.  On  the 
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whole,  employees  perceive  their  institution  or  bureau  to  be  better  managed  than 
the  Department  as  a  whole.  Possibly  this  is  inevitable  given  the  relative  re- 
moteness of  some  employees  and  institutions  from  the  Central  Offices  in  Helena, 
the  diversity  of  services  provided  by  the  Departments  units,  and  the  past  history 
of  troublesome  problems  faced  by  the  Department. 

It  is  possible  that  the  Department  of  Institutions  is  too  complex  and 
diverse  to  be  managed  effectively  and  efficiently.  It  is  clear  from  these 
surveys  that  there  are  a  number  of  specific  elements  of  effective  human  service 
management  that  could  and  should  be  improved. 

We,  the  authors,  were  hired  to  provide  information,  not  recommendations. 
We  have  tried  to  do  just  that.  We  have  learned  much  from  this  research  effort 
and  hope  the  information  will  be  used  in  the  formulation  of  policies  to  improve 
the  delivery  of  services  through  the  Department  of  Institutions. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 


The  purpose  of  this  questionnaire  is  to  obtain  information  jibout  the  work  of  the 
Department  of  Institutions  and  its  relations  with  other  agencies.  The  results  of 
these  questionnaires  will  be  used  to  determine  categories  of  persons  for  our 
follow-up  interviews.  Your  privacy  emd  anonymity  will  be  protectexi  at  all  times  ir 
this  study.  Please  answer  each  question  as  accurately  ;ind  fully  as  possible  and 
accept  our  thanks  for  your  help  in  this  inportant  project. 


please  Do  Not 
Write  In  This 
Space 


1   2 


I  ~T~     5 


10 

11  12 

13 

14  15 

16 

17  18 

19  20  21 

^2 


4. 


How  long  have  you  been  in  your  present  position  with  the  Department  of 
Insti.tutions? 


years  and 


months 


How  long  have  you  been  enployed  by  the  Department  of  Institutions, 
including  all  positions  in  which  you  have  served? 


_years  and 


months 


Please  check  the  categories  of  work  you  perform  in  your  present  position 
and  indicate  the  percent  of  your  time  spent  in  each  category. 


Categories  of  Work 


Check  if 
You  Perform 


Percent  of 
Your  Time 


Direct  Services  to  Clients 

Indirect  (Support  Services  to  Clients) 

Other  (Specify)  


100% 


Please  indicate  which  particular  category  of  work  best  describes  your 
present  position.   (Where  at  least  50  percent  of  your  tirre  is  spent) . 


(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 


Staff  (Direct  services  to  clients) 
Supervision  of  Staff 
Professional  Services 
Administration 
Facility  Maintenance 
Other  (specify)  
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5.  Please  indicate  the  number  of  different  types  of  work  listed  in  Question  4 
above  you  have  served  in  as  an  enployee  of  the  Doparbrent  of  Institutions. 

positions  listed  in  Question  4 

6.  What  is  your  present  grade  classification  in  the  State's  pay  system? 


10. 


11. 


What  is  the  formal  education  requirement  for  your  position  as  it  is 
officiallv  defined? 


(1) 
(2) 
(3) 


None  Required  (4) 
High  School  Diploma  (5) 
Bachelor's  Degree   (6) 


Master's  Degree 
Doctorate 
(Specify)  


8.   Please  indicate  the  highest  level  of  formal  education  you  have  attained. 


(1) 

(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 


Less  than  High  School  Diploma 

High  School  Diplora 

Some  College,  No  Degree 

BA  or  BS  Degree 

MA  or  r^lS  Degree 

PhD,  EdD  or  equivalent 

Other  (Specify)  


BcM  much  work  related  experience  is  required  for  your  position  as  it  is 
officially  defined? 


(0) 


none  or 


years 


How  much  work-related  experience  did  you  have  before  you 
were  first  enployed  by  the  Department  of  Institutions? 


(0) 


none  or 


years 


Hew  much  work-related  experience  did  you  have  before  you 

assumed  your  present  position  with  the  Department  of  Institutions? 


(0) 


none  or 


years 


12.   Please  rate  each  of  the  follcfwing  in  terms  of  their 

effectiveness  in  providing  services  to  clients  (or  inmates) . 

a)  Organization  of  the  Departinent  of  Institutions  as  a  v^ole 


Ebtcellont    Good     Acceptable    Weak 


Poor 


b)  Organization  of  the  bureau  or  institution  in  which  you 
work 


Excellent    Good     Acceptable    Weak      Poor 
c)  Management  of  the  Department  of  Institutions  as  a  whole 


Excellent    Good     Acceptable    Weak     Poor 
d)  Management  of  the  bureau  or  institution  in  which  you  work 


Excellent    Good     Acceptable    Weak      Poor 
e)  Policies  of  the  Department  of  Institutions  as  a  v^ole 


Excellent    Good    Acceptable    Vleak  Poor 

f )  Policies  of  the  bureau  or  institution  in  which  you  work 


Excellent    Good     Acceptable    Weak 


Poor 


13.   If  you  have  rated  any  of  the  above  as  less  than  acceptable 

(that  is,  you  rated  them  as  "weak"  or  "poor") ,  please  indicate  below  vhat 
changes  would  enhance  your  effectiveness  in  providing  services  to  clients 
or  inmates. 


14.   To  your  knowledge,  have  tJiere  been  any  changes  in  the  types 

of  services  to  clients  (or  inmates)  provided  by  vour  institution  or  bureau 
in  the  last  five  years? 


(1) 


Yes 


(2) 


No 


(3) 


Uncertain 


If  you  checked  "Yes"  above,  have  these  changes  in  types  of  services 
increased  or  decreased  the  effectiveness  of  your  bureau  or  institution  in 
providing  services  to  clients  (or  inmates) ? 


(1) 


Increased   (2) 


Decreased 


(3) 


Both 


Please  give  an  exanple  of  changes  in  the  types  of  sen/ices  that  have 
increased  and/or  decreased  the  effectiveness  of  providing  seivices  to 
clients  (or  inmates) , 


15.   Are  there  any  State  Laws  that  reduce  your  institution's  or 

bureau's  effectiveness  in  providing  services  to  clients  (or  inmates)? 


(1) 


Yes 


(2) 


No 


(3) 


Uncertain 


If  you  checked  "Yes"  above,  please  give  an  example  of  a  State  I_aw  that 
reduces  your  effectiveness  in  providing  services. 


16.   Do  you  believe  your  institution  or  bureau  is  providing  all 
the  essential  services  to  clients  (or  inmates) ? 


(1) 


Yes 


(2) 


No 


(3) 


Uncertain 


If  you  checked  "No"  or  "Uncertain"  above,  please  indicate  what  essential 
services  are  not  now  being  provided. 


17.   Do  you  believe  your  institution  or  bureau  is  providing 
services  to  clients  (or  inmates)  that  are  unnecessary? 


(1) 


Yes 


(2) 


No 


(3) 


Uncertain 


If  vou  checked  "Yes"  or  "Uncertain"  above,  please  indicate  what  services 
being  provided  at  this  tine  are  unnecessary. 


73 


74  75 


76^  77 


4   5 


6   7 


8   9 


18. 


19. 


Are  there  services  to  clients  (or  initiates)  presently 

provided  by  your  institution  or  bureau  that  could  be  more  effectively 

provided  by  a  different  State  agency? 


(1) 


Yes 


(2) 


No 


(3) 


Uncertain 


If  you  checked  "Yes"  or  "Uncertain"  above,  please  give  exaitples  of  other 
state  agencies  that  might  inore  effectively  provide  services  to  clients  (or 
innates)  presently  provided  by  you. 


Do  any  other  State  agencies  provide  services  to  your  clients 
(or  inmate)  that  could  be  more  effectively  provided  by  your  institution  or 
bureau? 


:i) 


Yes 


(2) 


No 


(3) 


Uncertain 


If  you  checked  "Yes"  or  "Uncertain"  above,  please  give  exarrples  of 
services  presently  provided  by  other  State  agencies  that  could  be  more 
effectively  provided  by  your  institution  or  bureau. 


20.   Please  place  a  check  mark  in  the  category  in  each  of  the 

following  services  provided  to  your  institution  or  bureau  of  the  central 
office  of  the  Department  of  Institutions. 

a)  CCffflUNICATION 


Ineffective  Adequate 

b)  ADMINISTRATIVE  ASSISTANCE 


Effective 


Ineffective 

c)  PAPERWORK 
I      I 

I      I 

Ineffective 


Adequate 


Adequate 


Effective 


Effective 


d)  TRAINING 


Ineffective 
e)  SUPERVISION 


Adequate 


Ineffective 
f)  PLANNING 


Adequate 


Ineffective 
q)  PROGPi^  LEADERSHIP 


Adequate 


Ineffective  Adequate 

h)  RESEARCH  AND  INFORMATIOSI 


Ineffective 
i)  FINANCIAL  SUPPORT 


Adequate 


I     I 


Ineffective 
j)  POLICY  GUIDELINES 


Adequate 


Ineffective 
k)  LEGAL  ADVICE 


Adequate 


I     I 


Ineffective  Adequate 

1)  PERSOSINEL  RECRUITMENT 


I     I 


Ineffective 


Adequate 


Effective 


Effective 


Effective 


I     I     I 

I     I     I 


Effective 


Effective 


Effective 


Effective 


Effective 


Effective 


21.   Please  write  any  other  conments  you  believe  would  be  helpful 

to  the  Subcommittee  on  Huiran  Services  in  this  study  of  the  delivery  of 
services  by  the  Department  of  Institutions.  Please  write  your  cotments 
below  and  on  tlie  back  of  this  sheet. 


THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  ASSISTANCE 


CARD  I 
ID  No. 


APPENDIX  B 


INTERVIEW  SCHEDULE  FOR  LEGISLATIVE  COUNCIL  STUDY 


1    2 


5   6 


NAME 


Phone  Numbers 


Time  of  Interview 


Time 


Institution  or  Bureau  

Sex       Female  =1  Male  =  2 


_Day 


Date 


Grade  Class  of  Position 

QUESTIONS 

1.     Would  you  rate  the  morale  of  the  employees  in  your  institution 
or  bureau 


Very  Poor 


Adequate 


Excellent 
—J J 


12  3  4  5  6  7 

2.     Could  you  identify  any  one  primary  factor  responsible  for  this 


rating? 


8    9 


10 


3.  Could  you  rate  the  morale  of  all  the  employees  of  the  Department 
of  Institutions? 


\lery   Poor 

I I L 


Adequate 


J— 


Excellent 


1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
4.  Could  you  identify  any  one  primary  factor  responsible  for  this 


rating? 


11  12 


13 


14  15 


5.  Did  you  receive  one  of  the  questionnaires  we  sent  out  previously 
to  Department  of  Institutions  employees? 


1  =  Yes 


2  =  No 


3  =  Uncertain 


6.  Did  you  hear  about  the  questionnaire  from  other  employees? 
1  =  Yes  2  =  No  3  =  Uncertain 


-47- 


-2- 

Note  to  Interviewer:    If  the  respondant  has  anything  to  say  about  people  returning 

them  or  not  pursue  the  question.   It  would  be  helpful  to  know  if 

some  people  had  particular  reasons  for  not  returning  the  question- 
naires. 

Do  you  have  any  comments  about  the  questionnaire? 

Note  to  Interviewer:  Next  explain  to  the  person  that  you  want  their  opinion  about 

issues  comparing  their  bureau  or  institution  with  the  Department 
of  Institutions  as  a  whole. 

7.'  Do  you  believe  your  institution  or  bureau  is  organized  to 
effectively  provide  services  to  clients  or  inmates? 

~T8  1  =  Effectively     2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 

Comments  on  the  organization  of  the  bureau  or  institution. 

^19  "20 
"2T~22 

"23  "24 


8.  Do  you  believe  the  whole  Department  of  Institutions  is  organized 
to  effectively  provide  services  to  clients  or  inmates? 

-^  1  =  Effectively     2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 

Comments  on  the  organization  of  the  Department  of  Institutions. 

"26  "27 
"28  ^9 
lO  3T 


32 

■33  "34 

"35  ~l6 
"37  ^ 


Do  you  believe  your  bureau  or  institution  is  managed  to  effectively 
provide  services  to  clients  or  inmates? 

1  =  Effectively    2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 

Comments  on  the  management  of  the  bureau  or  institution. 


10.  Do  you  believe  the  Department  of  Institutions  is  managed  to 
effectively  provide  services  to  clients  or  inmates? 

~39  1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 

Comments  on  the  management  of  the  Department  of  Institutions, 
"40  ~4T 

~42~43 

"44  "45 


11.  Do  you  believe  the  policies  of  your  bureau  or  institution 
enable  you  to  effectively  provide  services  to  clients? 

^^  1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 

Comments  on  bureau  or  institution  policies  regarding  services 
to  clients. 

""47  "48 
"49  ""50 
~5T~52 

12.  Do  you  believe  the  policies  of  the  Department  of  Institutions 
enable  you  to  effectively  provide  services  to  clients? 

^^  1  =   Effective      2  ?  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 

Comments  on  Department  of  Institutions  policies  regarding 
services  to  clients. 

"56  ^y 

T8  "39 

"60  "eT 

13.  Do  you  believe  your  bureau  or  institution  is  providing  all 
the  essential  services  to  your  clients  or  inmates? 

62  1  =  Yes      2  -  No       3  =  Uncertain 


-4- 


If  not,  what  essential  services  are  needed? 
T3  ~64  01=  None 

"65  "66 


14.  Do  you  believe  your  bureau  or  institution  is  providing  any 
unnecessary  services  to  clients  or  inmates? 

"67  1  =  Yes      2  -  No       3  =  Uncertain 

If  yes,  what  unnecessary  services  are  being  provided? 

"68  ~69  01  =  None 


70  71 


Note  to  Interviewer:     Explain  that  you  will  next  ask  some  questions  about  their 

perceptions  of  the  kinds  of  support  they  are  given  for 
effectively  providing  services  to  clients.  Tell  them  you 
want  them  to  distinguish  between  the  support  services  and 
requirements  made  by  their  bureau  or  institution  and  the 
Central  Office  of  the  Department  of  Institutions. 

15.  Communication  about  policies  and  procedures. 

a)  Bureau  or  Institution 

1  =  Effective     2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
''2  4  =  Uncertain     5  ==  Other 

b)  Department  of  Institutions 

1  =  Effective     2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
73  4  =  Uncertain     5  =  Other 


Comments  on  Communication 


74  ~75 
Card  No.  1  80 


Note  to  Interviewer: 


CARD  2 
ID  No. 


-5- 

Below  rewards  should  be  defined  as  salary  increases,  promotions, 
or  recognition. 


16.  Rewards  for  effective  services  to  clients. 

a)  Bureau  or  Institution 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

b)  Department  of  Institutions 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
4  =  Uncertain      5-9  -   Other 

Comments  on  Rewards 


5    6 
"9"  10 


11 


12 


17.  Guidance  and  assistance  in  providing  services  to  clients, 
a)  Bureau  or  Institution 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate 

4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 


b)  Department  of  Institutions 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate 
4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

Comments  on  Guidance  and  Assistance 


3  =  Ineffective 


3  =  Ineffective 


~U     "14 
T7"  T8~ 


18.  Papenvork  involved  in  your  job. 

a)  Bureau  or  Institution 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
19  4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

b)  Department  of  Institutions 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
"20  4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

Comments  on  Paperwork. 


21  "22 
"23  "24 

"25  "26 

19.  Training  in  providing  services  to  clients. 

a)  Bureau  or  Institution 

1  =  Effective      2  ==  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
"27  4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

b)  Department  of  Institutions 

1  =  Effective      2  ^  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 


Comments  on  Training, 


28 

'29"'^ 
IT  "32 

l3  ^4 

20.  Supervision  of  your  work. 

a)  Bureau  or  Institution 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
-35  4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

b)  Department  or  Institution 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
36  4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 


Comments  on  Supervision, 


37  38 
"39  ^0 
"4T~42 


43 


44 


21.  Evaluation  of  your  service  to  clients, 

a)  Bureau  or  Institution 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate 
4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

b)  Department  of  Institutions 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate 
4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

Comments  on  Evaluation. 


3  =  Ineffective 


Ineffective 


45  46 
"47  ~48 


49  50 


51 

"52 

"53  "54 
~bb~S6 
"57  ^8 


22.  Planning  for  service  needs  of  clients, 

a)  Bureau  or  Institution. 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate 

4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

b)  Department  of  Institutions 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate 

4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

Comments  on  Planning. 


Ineffective 


3  =  Ineffective 


23.  Research  and  Information  on  effective  services  to  clients, 

a)  Bureau  or  Institution 

1  ^  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 

"59"  4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

b)  Department  of  Institutions 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
"60  4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

Comments  on  Research  and  Information. 
IT  "62 
"63  "64 

"65  "66 

24.  Policy  Guidelines  for  providing  services  to  clients. 

a)  Bureau  or  Institution 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
"67  4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

b)  Department  of  Institutions 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 
"68  4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

Comments  on  Policy  Guidelines. 
"69  ^0 
■7TT2 

73  "74 

25.  Leadership  in  service  programs. 

a)  Bureau  or  Instituion 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 

75  4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 

b)  Department  of  Institutions 

1  =  Effective      2  =  Adequate     3  =  Ineffective 

76  4  =  Uncertain      5-9  =  Other 


-9- 


77  78 

Card  No  _2_  80 
CARD  3 
ID  No 


1     2 


Comments  on  Leadership 


26.  Do  you  believe  your  superiors  in  your  bureau  or  institution 
understand 

a)  your  work? 

1  =  Completely     2  =  Partially     3  =  Not  at  all 
4  =  Uncertain 

b)  your  needs  in  providing  services? 

1  =  Completely     2  =  Partially    3  =  Not  at  all 
4  =  Uncertain 

c)  the  needs  of  your  clients  or  inmates? 

1  =  Completely     2  =  Partially    3  =  Not  at  all 
4  =  Uncertain 
Comments 


To  ~TT 
12~T3 
IT  T5 


16 


17 


27,  Do  you  believe  you  are  treated  as  a  professional? 

a)  by  your  bureau  or  institution 

1  =  Completely     2  -  Partially 
4  =  Uncertain 

b)  by  the  Department  of  Institutions 
1  =  Completely  2  =  Partially 
4  =  Uncertain 


3  =  Not  at  all 


3  =  Not  at  all 


18     19 
'20~ZT 

"22  "23 

"24  T5 
"26  ~27 
"28  "29 


32  33 
■34~35 
l6  ^7 
18  ^9 


-10- 
Comments 


28.  Additional  Comments  on  the  provision  of  services  in  your 
bureau  or  institution. 


29.  Do  you  have  any  additional  comment  you  believe  would  be 

helpful  for  the  Interim  Committee  on  Human  Services  regarding 
the  provision  of  services  in  the  Department  of  Institutions? 

01  =  No  02-99  =  Specific  Comments 


Card  No.  3  80 


APPENDIX  C 
Part  1 


CT3^ERAL  COMMENTS  ON  THE  PRDVISION  OF  SERVICES 
IN  THE  RESPONDENT'S  BUREAU  OR  INSTITUTION 


1.  All  people  in  direct  line  services  are  extremely  dedicated. 

2.  All  people  in  direct  line  services  do  as  good  a  job  as  they  can. 

3 .  Could  be  .allowed  itore  training  or  seminars  to  obtain  information  reading 

materials  for  more  effective  work  of  clients. 

4.  MDre  knowledge  of  other  institutions  would  be  helpful  background  for 

providing  services. 

5.  Need  more  cooperation  from  DOI  with  institutions. 

6.  Need  more  knowledgeable  evaluators  viio  understand  types  of  perscns  in 

institutions . 

7.  Short  term  enployees  become  disilliasioned  and  quit  because  they  don't 

understand  needs  of  clients. 

8.  Institution  is  better  place  for  developmental  disabled  than  a  group 

hone. 

9.  Boulder  should  be  developed  into  more  .of  a  "community"  type  setting. 

10.  Surrounding  town  doesn't  want  anything  to  do  with  clients  -  makes  it 

difficult  for  institution. 

11.  Most  services  are  good. 

12.  lyfedical  care  is  very  poor  -  negligepce  in  case  -  need  to  inprove  clinicaL 

services  and  listen  to  Aides. 

13.  Things  run  pretty  smoothly;  basically  doing  good  job  in  institution. 

14.  Currently  in  state  of  flux  but  optimistic. 

15.  Institution  is  getting  good  feedback  from  evaluations. 

16.  Too  many  services  to  inirates  by  the  time  they  get  to  prison,  rehabilitation 

is  useless  -  (repeat  offender) . 

17.  Size  of  surrounding  oommunity  determines  a  lot  of  the  facilities  provided  - 

need  continuity. 

18.  Takes  a  lot  of  comnonsense  and  experience  to  do  a  good  job;  book  learning  in 

and  of  itself  is  not  adequate. 

19.  There  is  a  lot  of  stress  in  any  institutional  job,  enjoy  it  but  WCTider  at 

tines  if  worth  the  effort. 


20.  Internal  staff  ccnflicts  sometimes  make  the  jobs  difficult  to 

perform. 

21.  Ocmmunication  within  institution  -  within  DOI  needs  to  be  irrproved  for 

all  areas. 

22.  Has  pride  in  job  done  at  WSSH. 

23.  Employees  do  a  good  job;  have  a  stable  professional  work  foroe  who  have 

been  there  a  long  time. 

24.  Current  organization  is  good  within  institution  from  intake  throu^  discharge, 

25.  Need  a  new  institutional  approach  to  buy  materials  of  quality  the  first 

time  around  -  need  new  approach  vould  help  program;  cut  oosts  in  long 
run. 

26.  Services  oould  be  better  to  clients  if  more  funding  from  legislature. 

27.  Si:55ervisors  are  afraid  to  get  involved  with  union  employees,  but  these 

eirployees  flagrantly  violate  taxpayers  trust  and  abuse  this  type  of 
leadership  (do  lots  of  union  \Arork  on  State  time)  . 

28.  WSSH,  Galen  should  have  a  short  term  oonbined  drug-alcohol  program 

separating  youth  from  adults. 

29.  Need  for  more  physical  activity  for  clients. 

30.  Should  be  more  care  in  planning  for  services  and  then  providing  them. 

31.  Need  more  communication  -  consistency  in  programs. 

32.  Management  shoixLd  quit  fabricating  services,  puffing  themselves 

up  it  hurts  employee  morale  and  clients. 

33.  Need  to  develop  service  for  slew  merger  of  youth  back  to  the  oortinunity  - 

services,  living,  education  -  need  proper  placement  out. 

34.  Don't  want  to  go  to  extreme  in  services,  want  to  help  client  to  help  self. 

35.  Needs  sate  administrative  cleaning  up  and  more  evaluation  and  plamning 

instead  of  "flying  by  seat  of  pants" 

36.  Would  like  purchase  order  process  checked  into  -  so  get  sipplies,  and 

on  time. 

37.  Need  more  ooimseling  in  the  prison. 

38.  Need  better  staff/client  ratio. 


APPENDIX  C 
Part  2 


GENEEAL  COMMENTS  ON  PF8DVISI0N  OF  SERVICES  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT 
OF  INSTrrUTION 


1.  Needs  clinicians  trainjjig  in  management /administration, and  administration 

trained  in  clinical  skills  so  not  a  confxjsion  of  goals. 

2.  Need  more  effective  cooperation  between  management,  counselors  and  clinicians 

so  that  goals  more  ooiTnon  and  increased  job  awareness. 

3.  1st  line  supervisors  should  be  trained  in  management  so  people  feel  better 

about  their  jobs. 

4.  State  should  fund  merit  raises  in  classification  plan  -  need  objective  scales 

and  not  favoritism  for  merit  rciises. 

5.  Need  more  money  to  institution  for  stimulating  environment  to  get  clients  off- 

grounds  into  everyday  life. 

6.  Clients  need  more  work,  skills,  training  -  taught  only  self  help  dcills 

(cleanliness)  need  "nonra.1"  life  skills  tau^t  (fishing,  farming,  etc.) 
more  activities. 

7.  Legislature  needs  to  becone  more  directly  involved  to  understand  daily  working 

of  institutions  by  talking  with  direct  line  enployees. 

8.  Cutback  by  Legislature  of  employees  really  hurts  residents  as  too  much 

responsibility  on  one  enployee.  Large  caseloads  lead  to  poor  morale  of 
all  concerned  -  direct -on  Viands  ar^  first  to  go,  poor  policy, 

9.  Legislative  attitude  is  poor  -  "Anyone  vdio  works  for  the  DOI  and  State 

is  a  parasite  -  should  have  more  respect  for  workers". 

10.  Legislators  are  not  doing  their  job,  tend  to  not  loiow  about  workings  in 

institutions  and  don't  care  td- know. 

11.  Prison  problems  should  be  laid  in  hands  of  Legislature.  Everyone  is  willing 

and  trying  to  do  a  good  job. 

12.  Galen  and  WSSH  should  never  have  been  oombined  -  hurts  both  institutions. 

13.  Need  more  training  for  enployees  (aides). 

14.  Need  alternatives  to  incarceration,  i.e.,  order  offenders  to  oomrnunity 

service,  this  is  greater  punishment  since  some  clients  don't  like  to  work. 

15.  Need  well  developed  oorrmunity  service  programs  -  individual  staff  trying  to 

establish  a  program  for  one  client  is  too  time  consuming,  particiiLarly  with 
large  caseloads. 

16 .  DOI  needs  to  become  more  directly  involved  with  enployees  to  see  how  in- 

dividual cases  affect  staff  (self  abusive  child) . 

17.  Aides  spend  too  much  time  with  one  client  which  makes  whole  program  in 

institution  ineffective. 
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18.  Need  to  do  thorou^  educational  needs  assessitent  of  inirates  and  then 

develop  a  ocxtprehensive  plan. 

19.  Things  are  beginning  to  inprove  as  long  as  legislature  follows  through 

with  their  plans. 

20.  Bottom  line  -  the  size  of  the  bureaucracy  in  Helena  of  the  DOI  is  too  many, 

a  big  joke,  ridiculous;  need  to  get  rid  of  bureaucratic  bullshit; 
ran  well  with  only  6  personnel. 

21.  Inflated  DOI  has  meant  a  loss  of  control  for  individual  institutions,  they 

need  itore  autonoity. 

22.  With  Legislature  budget  cut  the  first  thing  to  go  is  treatment  personnel  - 

this  is  wrong,  should  be  bureaucrats  in  DOI. 

23.  Only  hear  about  DOI  through  rtedia,  never  direct  contact  with  eirployees, 

leads  to  lack  of  ooninunication  and  resentment. 

24.  MDre  funding  from  the  Legislature  is  needed  for  programs  to  run  effectively. 

25.  Nbre  (probation/enployees/parole  officers)  are  needed  as  caseloads  are  too 

large.  Services  are  good  but  are  limited  in  this  directicn. 

26.  MDre  iji-servioe  training  is  needed  for  Eastern  MT  institutions. 

27.  Need  more  rewards,  different  type  of  classification  and  promotion  system. 

28.  Need  someone  in  DOI  who  is  a  non-political  medical  person  interested  in  patient 

welfare  -  new  have  non-medical  bureaucrats  making  medical  decisions. 

29.  DOI  need  to  be  held  accountable  since  things  have  been  documented  for  a  long 

tine  and  no  action  taken  -  "quit  politicking. " 

30.  Seniority  should  not  matter,  no  one  puts  in  an  8  hour  day.  Need  to  shape  up 

or  ^lip  out. 

31.  Need  authority  system  dispersed,  need  to  talk  to  direct  service  clients, 

(the  pions)  and  delegate  the  authority  to  them  instead  of  remaining  in  the 
hands  of  one  or  t>ro  people. 

32.  Legislature  shoiiLd  do  an  in-depth  needs  assessment  of  all  institutions  to 

provide  more  service  at  less  cost. 

33.  State /tol  have  to  have  trust  in  eitployees  in  that  the  people  within  institution 

know  what  resources  are  best  and  needed,  and  department  heads  of  DOI 
should  not  be  politically  appointed  but  qualified-  and  knowledgeable. 

34.  State  needs  to  come  to  grips  with  hiring  professionals  and  properly  rewarding 

them  to  reflect  services  so  they  stay. 
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35.  Need  continuity  of  services  for  clients  in  the  system  -  an  orrBbudsmen 

to  look  at  what  came  before  and  should  go  after. 

36.  Crying  need  for  communication  between  Institution  and  DOI  -  need  mDre 

personal  approach  -  hear  through  grapevine  or  media  -  poor  policy. 

37.  Need  more  facilities  like  Swan  River  as  dignity  of  job  for  client  is 

best  rehabilitation  for  feelings  of  selfworth  and  contribution. 

38.  Need  school  education  for  older  clients  21"^  there  is  a  lot  you  can  do   for 

these  people. 
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